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ABSTRACT

This study is based on leadership frame theory as
developed by Ors. Lee Bolman and Terrence Deal who merged
several different schools of theory into four different
frames: structural, human resource, political, and symbolic.
In July, 1998 the Leadership Orientations (Self} survey
developed by Bolman and Deal (1990a) was distributed to 343
campus safety directors at American public four-year postsecondary institutions.

A return of 190 (55.4%) useable

survey instruments was obtained in this study.
The utilization of leadership frames by campus safety
directors was examined as well as the relationship between
frame usage and age, education level, length of time in
current position, length of time as director of campus
safety at any institution, length of time in any law
enforcement officer/campus safety position, size of
institution, number of officers employed by the department,
and the type of institution.
Major findings of this study included the following:
(1) approximately two-thirds

(67.4%) of the campus safety

directors utilized multiple frames;

(2) the human resource

frame was the principal frame utilized by the campus safety
directors;

(3) the structural frame was the second most

often used frame by campus safety directors;

(4) two

professional characteristics influenced the utilization of
frames, the length of time that the campus safety directors
held their current position affected their use of the
political frame, and experience as a campus safety director
at any institution affected their use of the human resource
frame;

(5) student population, department size,

classification of campus, total years in law enforcement or
campus security, and highest level of education did not
influence the directors' utilization of the four frames.
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CHAPTER 1
PROBLEM STATEMENT AND ITS DESIGN COMPONENTS

Introduction
The roles of campus security and law enforcement
personnel, much like the roles of their counterparts in
municipal and state law enforcement positions, have been
characterized by change.

There have been new technologies,

population growth, demographic shifts, and changes in each
institution's character.

The role of the Director of Campus

Safety has, therefore, been required to adjust accordingly.
Campus safety directors have been compelled not only to be
intimately involved with new criminal investigation
techniques, patrol methodology, criminal law, litigation,
and new training techniques, but also to be managers of
finance, human resources, planning, and the bureaucracy
associated with the increasing complexities of higher
education administration.

statement of the Problem
This study sought to:

(1) develop a profile of campus

safety directors at public four-year institutions who were
1

identified as members in the International Association of
Campus Law Enforcement Administrators;

(2) determine

leadership orientations of the identified population;

(3)

determine to what extent the directors' leadership
orientations differed based on selected demographic
variables.

Clarification of the Problem Statement
Definition of Terms
The following definitions are provided for terms which
have application for this study.

Frames:

Bolman and Deal (1991a) defined frames as

" ... windows on the world and lenses that bring the world
into focus"

(p. 11).

Frames are the different vantage

points that help to order experiences and decide what action
is necessary.

Bolman and Deal identified four different

frames: structural, human resource, political, and symbolic.

Campus Safety Director:

The chief administrator who is

directly responsible for law enforcement or security for an
institution of higher education.

"He or she is responsible

for all personnel, operations, and functions of the public
safety department" (Nichols, 1987, p. 16).

The director may

hold a sworn law enforcement position, such as a Chief of
Police, and/or be responsible for campus security, including
both proactive and reactive crime prevention, reporting, and
2

investigative

For the purposes of this study a

measures.

campus safety director is the chief administrator for law
enforcement/security at a public four-year institution and
is a member of the International Association of Campus Law
Enforcement Administrators.

Leadership Orientations ISelfl survey Instrument:

A

self-rated (how I see myself) survey constructed by Bolman
and Deal (1991b) to determine each respondent's measurement
on each of two dimensions of four frames.

Leader Behaviors:

The first section of the Leadership

Orientations !Self} survey instrument which deals with the
respondent's specific behaviors on a rating scale of "one,"
designated as never, to "five," designated as always
&

(Bolman

Deal, 1990a).

Leadership Style:

The second section of the Leadership

Orientations !Self) survey instrument which asks respondents
to describe themselves by answering a series of questions
and ordering the response that describes them best to the
response that describes them the least (Bolman

&

Deal,

1990a).

The StructuraJ Frame:

This frame emphasizes the

importance of formal roles and relationships.
Organizational division of labor, and the creation of rules,
policies, and management hierarchies (Bolman

3

&

Deal, 1991a).

This frame is based on the

The Human Resource Frame:

basic premise that organizations are made up of people who
have needs, feelings, and prejudices.

It focuses on the

interaction between the needs of the people and the needs of
the organization (Bolman

The Political Frame:

&

Deal, 1991a).
Focuses on the struggle between

different interest groups and the competition for power and
scarce resources.

The frame emphasizes bargaining,

negotiation, coercion, and compromise as everyday normal
activities of organizational life (Bolman

The symbolic Frame:

&

Deal, 1991a).

This frame focuses on

organizations as tribes, theaters, or carnivals.

Its

premise is that ~organizations are cultures that are
propelled more by rituals, ceremonies, stories, heroes, and
myths than by rules, policies and managerial authority"
(Bolman & Deal, 1991a, p. 15).

Delimitations
This study was delimited by the responses of campus
safety directors at American public four-year institutions
of higher education who are listed as members of the
International Association of Campus Law Enforcement
Administrators (IACLEA) in the IACLEA membership directory.
Community Colleges, other two-year institutions, and private
institutions, were excluded from the study.
4

The population

of the study was 343 campus safety directors representing
public four-year institutions according to the IACLEA
membership directory as published for 1997.

Assumptions
The following were recognized as assumptions of this
study:
1.

It was assumed that the survey instrument utilized

for this research, which was constructed by Bolman and Deal
(1988, 1990a, 1991a, 1991b, 1994), was appropriate to obtain
respondents' self-rating of leadership orientation.
2.

It was assumed that surveyed participants would

have the same understanding of terminology utilized in the
survey instrument as the researcher.
3.

It was assumed that surveyed participants would

provide honest responses to the survey instrument.
4.

It was assumed that responses to the instrument

would provide accurate data regarding the utilization of the
four Bolman and Deal frames by campus safety directors.

Significance of the study
Students, faculty and visitors often feel very secure
in the campus environment.

However, the college campus of

today is a reflection of society in general.

"They think

they're in a bubble and they disregard everything they knew
5

about safety in their previous environment.

They carry

backpacks full of valuables and leave their dorm rooms
unlocked.

The preponderance of theft offenses are due to

carelessness of the victim" (Campell, 1998, p. 19).

Campell

(1998) also stated that although many crimes are committed
by students, there are also many outside "predators" (p. 19)
that realize that goods are on campus for the taking.
Often, faculty and students who come from surrounding
communities or states feel that campus law enforcement
officers are glorified security officers, just "glorified
night watchmen who have no real power" (Campell, 1998, p.
20).

McCormick (1996) stated that only one in ten students

surveyed indicated having personally used the services of a
campus safety department at least once.

In this same

survey, only 43 % of the students surveyed stated that they
would call on campus safety officers if they were on campus
and in fear for their safety; however, most students stated
that they felt very safe on campus.
As an administrator in higher education, the campus
safety director must be able to combat the lackadaisical
attitudes of their communities in regard to safety and
security.

They also often face a negative or non-existent

public opinion of their agency.

Additionally, as higher

education administrators, they must also be managers of
finance, human resources, and assume planning
6

responsibilities.

As a law enforcement officer, the campus

security director must be intimately involved with new
criminal investigation techniques, patrol methodology,
criminal law, litigation, and new training techniques.
The present study was developed to define the
leadership and management styles of these campus safety
directors and to provide information as to the demographics
of individuals serving in these roles at public four-year
institutions in this nation.

The results of this study were

enabled by the four frames of leadership orientation
developed by Bolman and Deal (1991a).

These frames

permitted a comparison of frame orientation within this
population.
While an abundance of literature is available on
leadership, management, higher education, and law
enforcement, very few writers or researchers have focused
their attention on the combined topic of leadership and
management in campus law enforcement.

This study,

therefore, has the potential to make a substantial
contribution to the body of literature and knowledge on
campus safety directors and the leadership and management of
campus law enforcement departments.

The results of this

research may assist future leaders of campus safety
organizations in enhancing the development of their own
leadership and management behaviors and styles.
7

Conceptual Framework
"Some argue that the main problems of schools are
unclear goals, loosely coupled roles, remote supervision,
unmeasured outcomes, and insufficient coordination" (Deal
Peterson, 1994, p. 11).

&

This ambiguity of purpose and goals

are commonplace in institutions of higher education.

"'Goal

Ambiguity' is one of the chief characteristics of academic
organizations.

Not only do they often try to be all things

to all people but they rarely have a single mission"
(Baldridge, 1983, p. 39).

This is also true for campus

safety programs which cater to legislative requirements,
campus leadership goals, community opinions, and the legal
obligations of law enforcement.

In order to acquire a

perspective of their multiple problems and responsibilities,
campus safety directors may attempt to "step back" and
adjust their views of their organization. Or, as stated by
Bolman and Deal, they may attempt to view their organization
through lenses, or frames, which attempt to "bring the world
into focus"

(1991a, p.11).

Bolman and Deal (1991a) described four frames which
allow this clarification of the organization.

These frames

are: the structural frame, emphasizing the importance of
formal roles and relationships; the human resource frame,
enabling people to feel good about what they are doing; the
political frame, centering on organizations as arenas in
8

which different groups compete for power and scarce
resources; and the symbolic frame, where organizations are
seen more as tribes, theaters, or carnivals propelled more
by ritual and ceremony than by rules or politics.
A survey instrument, Leadership Orientations (Self),
was initially developed by Bolman and Deal to measure the
organizational frames of leaders and managers (1990a,
1991b).

The survey contained 32 items with a five point

response scale, six questions with a rating scale response,
and two questions asking respondent's to rate their
effectiveness as a leader and as a manager.

The instrument

was designed to measure four frames and eight dimensions of
leadership as discussed by Bolman and Deal(1991b):
1.

Human Resource Dimensions
(a)
Supportive - concerned about the feelings of
others; supportive and responsive.
(b)
Participative -- fosters participation and
involvement; listens and is open to new
ideas.

2.

Structural Dimensions
(a)
Analytic - thinks clearly and logically;
approaches problems with facts and attends to
detail.
(b)
Organized - develops clear goals and
policies; hold people accountable for
results.

3.

Political Dimensions
(a)
Powerful - persuasive, high level of ability
to mobilize people and resources; effective
at building alliances and support.
(b)
Adroit - politically sensitive and skillful;
a skillful negotiator in face of conflict and
opposition.
9

4.

Symbolic Dimensions
(a)
Inspirational - inspires others to loyalty
and enthusiasm; communicates a strong sense
of vision.
(b)
Charismatic - imaginative, emphasizes culture
and values; is highly charismatic. (p. 518)

Bolman and Deal (1991b) stated that the survey instrument
was now in its third iteration, and internal reliability is
very high (p. 518).

The results of the survey utilized by

Bolman and Deal show that managers often use only one or two
of these frames, but could be much more effective if they
relied on all four.
in emphasis.

"Developing leadership requires a shift

We do more than enough about issues of

control--planning, budgeting, performance, appraisal--but
far too little on the human and spiritual dimensions"
(Bolman & Deal, 1994, p. 92).
Swanson, Territo, and Taylor (1988) defined leadership
in a police organization as "the process of influencing the
members of an organization to employ appropriately and
willingly their energies in activities that are helpful to
the achievement of the police department's goals" (p. 155).
Bennis, Parikh, and Lessem (1994) stated "leadership at its
best not only arises out of personal mastery but results in
group synergy" (p. ix).

Gross (1996) stated that:

Leadership is the art of getting work done with and
through other people. There is a positive and negative
in all people. The leader has to suppress the negative
and bring out the positive in order to yield a
beneficial outcome for the mission at hand. (p. 31)
10

"Over the years, scholars have spent considerable time
and energy trying to identify the characteristics, traits,
or styles of effective leaders" (Bolman
510).

&

Deal, 1991b, p.

Bolman and Deal (1991b) also stated, however, that

research and training on improving leadership skills has
been disappointing.

They fault the possibility that

researchers are looking in the wrong place "and giving too
little attention to how leaders think.

A faulty diagnosis

rarely leads to effective action, and misreading the
situation can undermine evan a leader with exceptional
stature and skill" (p. 510).

Bolman and Deal (1991a) stated

that "frames" are merely tools for action, and every tool
has its strengths and weaknesses:
One or two tools may suffice for very simple jobs but
not for more complex ones. Managers who master the
hammer and expect all problems to be nails will find
organizational life confusing and frustrating.
The truly effective manager and leader will need
multiple tools, the skill to use each of them, and the
wisdom to match the frames to situations. (pp. 11-12)
Bolman and Deal (1991a) have maintained that everyone
can learn to be a better leader.

It has been their belief

that the proper instruction and coordination of all four
frames "can enrich native intuition and improve the chances
of success even for those who were not born with all the
right stuff to be brilliant managers or artistic and
charismatic leaders" (p. 19).
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Research Questions
1.

To what extent did directors of campus safety

utilize the four frames?
2.

Was there a significant difference between frame

usage and selected personal, professional or institutional
variables?
3.

Was leadership effectiveness rated higher than

managerial effectiveness by the directors of campus safety?

Methodology
Population
The population for this study was comprised of the 343
directors of campus safety identified at American four-year
public institutions listed in the 1997-1998 Membership
Directory of the International Association of Campus Law
Enforcement Administrators.

An institution was determined

to be a public four-year institution based on data found in
the most recent edition of the Directory of Postsecondary
Institutions compiled by the National Center for Education
Statistics of the United States Department of Education
(1995).

Data Collection and Instrumentation
Data were collected through the use of a survey
instrument, Leadership Orientation /Self}, designed by
12

Bolman and Deal (1990a).

Additional questions relating to

the demographics of the institution and personal
characteristics of each of the respondents were also
formulated and included in the survey instrument (see
Appendix A).

The Bolman and Deal (1990a) Leadership

Orientations (Self) survey is now in its third iteration and
internal reliability has shown to be statistically very
high.

"Chronbach's alpha for the frame measures range

between .91 and .93"

(Bolman

&

Deal, 1991b, p. 518).

The

authors granted permission for the use and revision of the

Leadership Orientations (Self) survey (Appendix D).
The instrument was divided into four sections:
leader behaviors;

( 2) leadership style;

and (4) demographics.

(1)

( 3) overall rating;

In the Leader Behaviors Section

(Section 1), a Likert type scale was utilized to assess
behaviors that the respondent felt related to his/her
leadership and management style.

In the Leadership Style

Section (Section 2) a rank order scale was utilized for
respondents to describe their leadership styles.

The

Overall Rating Section (Section 3) consisted of two items in
which the respondents were asked to rate themselves overall
as a manager and as a leader.

The Demographics Section

(Section 4) consisted of 10 items designed to elicit
personal, professional and institutional information about
the respondent.
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The survey, along with a cover letter (Appendix B), was
mailed on June 30, 1998 to the 343 Directors of Campus
Safety representing IACLEA public four-year institutions.
Permission to utilize the mailing list from the IACLEA
directory was obtained from the association (Appendix E)

A

follow-up letter (Appendix C) and a second survey instrument
was also mailed to non-respondents on July 20, 1998 to
further encourage participation.

Data Analysis
Data obtained in this research study were subjected to
statistical analysis through SPSS© for Windows™.

For

Research Question 1, "To what extent did directors of campus
safety utilize the four frames?",

frequencies and

percentages of response choices were analyzed from questions
contained in the Leader Behaviors Section (Section 1) and
the Leadership Style Section (Section 2).

For Research

Question 2, "Was there a significant difference between
frame usage and selected personal, professional or
institutional variables?", a factorial analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was performed to determine if a significant
difference existed for frame use based on seven selected
variables.

A scale was developed for each of the four

frames using a summation of each individual's response to
each item on the survey instrument associated with that
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frame in the Leader Behaviors Section (Section 1) and the
Leadership Styles Section (Section 2).

This produced a

scale score for each of the four frames.

A two-way ANOVA

was conducted to determine if a significant difference
existed for frame usage and each of the variables.
Resulting interactions were also reported.
For Research Question 3, "Was leadership effectiveness
rated higher than managerial effectiveness by the directors
of campus safety?" the mean scores, frequencies, and
percentages of response choices were analyzed for both items
regarding the respondent's self rating as a manager and as a
leader from the Overall Rating Section (Section 3) of the
survey.

Organization of the study
Chapter 1 of this study dealt with the specific problem
and its components, the research questions, and research
methodology.

Chapter 2 presents a review of literature and

research relevant to the problem of this study .

Chapter 3

contains methods and procedures used in the collection and
analysis of data for the study .

Chapter 4 includes the data

analysis of the information obtained from the study.
Chapter 5 provides a summary of conclusions , implications
for practice, and recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction
This chapter provides a review of literature related to
leadership and management theories, and pays particular
attention to leadership and management in police
organizations.

This study was centered on the work of

researchers Lee Bolman and Terrence Deal

(1990a, 1990b,

1991a, 1991b, and 1994) and the four "frames" of leadership
that they developed.

This chapter is therefore organized to

discuss those four frames and their relationship to campus
safety and campus law enforcement administration.

The first

section of this chapter provides an overview and discussion
of the first of the four frames, the structural frame.

In

the second section, the human resource frame is discussed.
The third section addresses the political frame, and the
fourth examines the symbolic frame.

The fifth section

examines the advantages of a multiple-frame perspective.
Section six considers the differences and similarities
of leadership and management.

Section seven discusses

campus safety and the emergence of the campus safety
16

department as it is today.

The eighth section considers

further research by Bolman and Deal and other researchers
related to Bolman and Deal frame orientations and to campus
safety agencies.

The final section is a summary of this

chapter.

The structural Frame
The structural frame emphasizes goals and efficiency
(Bolman & Deal, 1991b).

The emphasis in the structural

frame is upon job descriptions, establishing clear
procedures and policies, and developing a distinct view of
the organization as a rational and hierarchical system
(Heimovics, Herman,

&

Jerkiewicz Coughlin, 1993).

Bolman

and Deal stated that the structural frame "posits that
effective organizations define clear goals, differentiate
people into specific roles, and coordinate diverse
activities through policies, rules, and a chain of command"
(1991b, p. 511).

The Bolman and Deal (1991a) structural

frame is based on the following set of assumptions:
1.

Organizations exist primarily to accomplish
established goals.

2.

For any organization, a structural form can be
designed and implemented to fit its particular set
of circumstances (such as goals, strategies,
environment, technology, and people).

3.

Organizations work most effectively when
environmental turbulence and personal preferences
are constrained by norms of rationality.
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(Structure ensures people focus on getting the job
done rather than on doing whatever they please).
4.

Specialization permits higher levels of individual
expertise and performance.

5.

Coordination and control are essential to
effectiveness.
(Depending on the task and
environment, coordination may be achieved through
authority, rules, policies, standard operating
procedures, information systems, meetings, lateral
relationships, or a variety of more informal
techniques.)

6.

Organizational problems typically originate from
inappropriate structures or inadequate systems and
can be resolved through restructuring or
developing new systems. (p. 48)

A structured organization is more than boxes and lines
arranged hierarchically on an official organizational chart.
It is an outline of the desired pattern of activities,
expectations, and exchanges among executives, managers,
employees and the customers or clients (Bolman & Deal,
1991a).
The structural frame has two primary intellectual
sources (Bolman & Deal, 1991a).

The first is rooted in the

theories of industrial psychologists including Frederick W.
Taylor.

Taylor (1916/1987), the "father" of time-and-motion

studies and the concept of scientific management, believed
every task could be broken down into smaller tasks.

This

permitted workers to maximize "payoff" from each motion and
each second spent at work (Taylor, 1916/1987; see also
Bolman & Deal, 1991a; Owens, 1995; and Swanson, Territo, &
18

Taylor, 1988).

The second is rooted in the work of German

sociologist Max Weber.

Weber (1946/1987) wrote of the

rational model of organizations which called for a fixed
division of labor, hierarchy of offices, rules and documents
governing performance, specialization and the technical
qualifications for selecting personnel, separation of
personal from official property and rights, and employment
as a long term career (Weber, 1946/1987; see also Gardner,
1995; Owens, 1995; and Swanson, Territo,

&

Taylor, 1988)

The structural frame allows adherence to accepted
standards, obedience to rules and regulations, and the
creation of an authoritative system to confer upon the
organization its structure, form, and logic (Heimovics,
Herman, & Jerkiewicz Coughlin, 1993).

"The structural frame

looks beyond individuals to examine the context in which
they work together.

. There is no one best way to

organize, and the right structure depends very much on an
organization's goals, strategies, technology, and
environment.n (Bolman & Deal, 1991a, p. 77).
A campus law enforcement organization could easily fit
into the Weberian Model of a Bureaucracy, and therefore into
the Bolman and Deal structural frame.

As quasi-military

organizations, many police departments (including campus
safety departments), rely heavily on a command structure to
ensure that the goals and objectives of law enforcement are
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carried out efficiently, effectively and legally.

Police

agencies are naturally divided into areas of specialization
or "departmentation" (Kuykendall

&

Unsinger, 1975, p. 205).

They have a well-defined division of labor based on
functional specialization, a well-defined hierarchy of
authority, a system of rules and regulations covering the
rights and duties of employees, a system of procedures for
dealing with work situations, and a system of selection and
promotion based on technical competence.
Even the International Association of Campus Law
Enforcement Administrators (IACLEA) may fit well into this
model.

Criterion for police agency accreditation have

resulted in a Standards Development Committee, a Standards
Advisory Committee, and the production of the IACLEA
Standards Manual.

The manual consists of 22 chapters

covering 220 separate standards for accreditation.

The

chapters include topics such as: administration,
organization, property management, personnel, and evidence
(Murray, 1996).

The Human Resource Frame
Organizations satisfy a variety of economic, personal,
and social needs.

In turn, organizations cannot function

effectively without the energy and talent of their members.
The human resource frame recognizes people as the most
20

valuable resource of the organization (Heimovics, Herman, &
Jerkiewicz Coughlin, 1993).

Bolman and Deal (1991a)have

stated that the human resource frame focuses on the
interplay between organizations and people, and is built on
the following assumptions:
1.

Organizations exist to serve human needs (rather
than the reverse).

2.

Organizations and people need each other.
(Organizations need ideas, energy, and talent;
people need careers, salaries, and work
opportunities.)

3.

When the fit between the individual and the
organization is poor, one or both will suffer:
individuals will be exploited, or will seek to
exploit the organization, or both.

4.

A good fit between individual and organization
benefits both: human beings find meaningful and
satisfying work, and organizations get the human
talent and energy that they need. (p. 121)

A

basis for this frame is Maslow's need hierarchy.

Maslow (1943/1987; see also Bolman

&

Deal, 1991a; Guest,

Hersey, & Blanchard, 1977; Owens, 1995; and Swanson,
Territo,

&

Taylor, 1988) theorized that human beings have a

variety of needs, some more fundamental than others.

Maslow

grouped the human needs into five basic categories, arranged
in a hierarchy.
not satisfied.

Lower needs dominate behavior when they are
Higher needs become salient only after lower

needs are satisfied.

The categories were: physiological

(food, water, oxygen), safety (safe from danger, threat,
elements), love (loving relationship with other people),
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esteem (feel valued and value oneself), and selfactualization (actualize one's personal potential)
People try to satisfy their needs, become unhappy when
their needs are frustrated, and are more likely to learn
things that are relevant to their needs than things that are
irrelevant.

Individuals flourish and develop in

environments where they can satisfy important needs but
become psychologically undernourished in situations where
major needs are consistently thwarted (Bolman
and Guest, Hersey,

&

&

Deal, 1991a;

Blanchard, 1977).

McGregor took Maslow's theory of motivation and added
more, stating that a manager's perspective of employees
determines how they respond (Bolman

&

Deal, 1991a).

McGregor (1957/1987) suggested that most managers subscribed
to "theory X" and treated subordinates as passive and lazy,
with little ambition, who prefer to be led, and resist
change.

McGregor felt that managers needed to subscribe to

a different theory about people.

"Theory Y" argues that

people are not passive or indifferent by nature, but that
they sometimes become so as a result of experience in an
organization.

McGregor (1957/1987) felt that management was

responsible to "arrange organizational conditions and
methods of operation so that people can achieve their own
goals best by directing their own efforts toward
organizational objectives" (p. 260)
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The human resource frame, built on these earlier
theories, defines organizational problems and issues in
interpersonal terms.

This encourages open communication by

the organizational members, team building, and collaboration
between the members and management (Heimovics, Herman, &
Jerkiewicz Coughlin, 1993).
Campus law enforcement departments may also be viewed
through the human resource frame.

On July 13, 1998 at the

memorial service for Seminole County (Florida)

Deputy

Sheriff Eugene Gregory, the Reverend Eugene Gregory, Jr. of
Mississippi stated "My father died doing what he loved,
helping people."

Most police officers have chosen their

career because they enjoy the type of work that they do.
Officers are provided a salary to provide for their basic
needs.

This salary satisfies their basic physiological and

safety needs by providing for a place to live, food, and the
ability to keep themselves and their families safe.

A

career in law enforcement, however, also may meet their love
need (being an important member of a meaningful group which
helps others), and their needs for esteem (the uniform and
position are often highly coveted and respected, and
competition to "earn the right" to wear them is often
intense).

Most officers, over time, achieve increasingly

higher levels of authority and are given greater
responsibility within the organization.
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This may help them

to grow individually and begin to meet their needs for selfactualization.
The human resource frame can also be used to see some
of the downfalls encountered by many police agencies and law
enforcement agencies throughout the country.

Kuykendall and

Unsinger (1975) defined some of these problems:
Some police agencies have such inadequate salaries,
fringe benefits, and working conditions that employees
may have to take a second job (moonlighting), be
tempted into corruption, or leave the police field.
Such poor conditions can generate considerable turnover
in an organization.
. So while basic and safety
needs are generally met, they do act as motivators
periodically and in some situations. (p. 49)
Melancon (1985) stated that an "increased pride in
workmanship results in increased productivity and a more
effective organization" (p. 207).

Melancon (1985) also

discussed the need to go beyond the basic needs of Maslow's
need hierarchy:
Today's young officers have worklife aspirations that
go well beyond efforts to improve pay and benefits.
They are more individualistic, better educated, less
fearful of economic insecurity, less automatically
loyal and less responsive to authority.
Employee
opinion surveys reveal that officers today want more
participation in the decisions affecting their work
than their predecessors did.
(p. 207)
The human resource frame focuses on the fit between the
organization and the individual.

Swanson, Territo, and

Taylor (1988) identified McGregor's theory X as it related
to law enforcement:
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American police departments have historically been
dominated by theory X assumptions.
Even police
departments with progressive national images may be
experienced as tightly controlling environments by the
people who actually work in them.
(p. 7 4)
When the fit between the organization and its participants
is good, both benefit from their interaction.

The

participant finds satisfaction and involvement, while the
organization utilizes the participants effectively and
appropriately based on their talents and energy.

"Working

with others through tough assignments and tasks helps build
strong bonds between members of the group"

(Gross, 1996)

When the fit is not good, there may be a significant
decrease in the effectiveness of the organization.
Participants may become apathetic, and the organization
becomes futile and ineffective

(Bolman

&

Deal, 1991a).

The Political Frame
"The political frame assumes an ongoing conflict and
tension over the allocation of scarce resources or the
resolution of differences"
Coughlin, 1993, p. 421).

(Heimovics, Herman,

&

Jerkiewicz

The political frame views

organizations as "alive and screaming" (Bolman

&

Deal,

1991a, p. 186) political arenas that house a complex variety
of individual and group interests.

It "focuses on tension

among different constituencies, interest groups, or
organizations" (Bolman & Deal, 1991b)
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Bolman and Deal

(1991a)

summarize the political perspective with five

propositions:
1.

Organizations are coalitions composed of varied
individuals and interest groups (for example,
hierarchical levels, departments, professional
groups, gender and ethnic subgroups).

2.

There are enduring differences among individuals
and groups in their values, preferences, beliefs,
information, and perceptions of reality.
Such
differences change slowly, if at all.

3.

Most of the important decisions in organizations
involve the allocation of scarce resources: they
are decisions about who gets what.

4.

Because of scarce resources and enduring
differences, conflict is central to organizational
dynamics, and power is the most important
resource.

5.

Organizational goals and decisions emerge from
bargaining, negotiation, and jockeying for
position among members of different coalitions.
(p.

186)

These assumptions of the political frame assert that
conflict among members of a coalition is inevitable and
healthy for an organization, and power is a key resource for
the members of the organization and for the organization
itself (Bolman & Deal, 1991a).

"Politically oriented

leaders not only understand how interest groups and
coalitions evolve, they can also influence the impact of
these groups upon the organization" (Heimovics, Herman,

&

Jerkiewicz Coughlin, 1993, p. 421).
The first assumption discusses the emergence of
coalitions in organizations.

A coalition forms because of
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interdependence among coalition members; they need each
other, although their interests may only be partly
compatible (Bolman & Deal, 1991a).
The second assumption, which states that there are
enduring differences among individuals and groups, suggests
that politics will be more visible and assertive under
conditions of contrast than of congruity (Bolman & Deal,
1991a).

"Agreement and harmony are much easier to achieve

in a homogenous group or organization where everyone shares
the same values, beliefs, and cultures" (Bolman

&

Deal,

1991a, p. 188).
The third assumption involves the allocation of scarce
resources.

It suggests that politics will be more flagrant

in difficult times.

When an organization has plenty of

resources to go around, few members will be agitators.

When

resources are scarce, however, organization members will
join with coalitions to get what they believe is a fair
share of the resources available (Bolman

&

Deal, 1991a)

The fourth characteristic is the distribution,
allocation, and exercise of power.

Power, as defined by

Pfeffer (1981/1987), is the capability of one individual to
overcome resistance to achieve a desired objective or
result.

Pfeffer (1981/1987) also defined organizational

politics as a use of organizational power:
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Organizational politics involves those activities taken
within organizations to acquire, develop, and use power
and other resources to obtain one's preferred outcomes
in a situation in which there is uncertainty or
dissensus about choices. (p. 313)
Burns (1978) described the two requisites of power as motive
and resources.
collapses.

Burns stated that lacking either one, power

"Because both resource and motive are needed,

and because both may be in short supply, power is an elusive
and limited thing" (p. 12).
The final assumption of the political frame emphasizes
that organizational goals arise not only from the top, but
"from an ongoing process of negotiation and interaction
among the key players in the system" (Bolman
p. 189).

&

Deal, 1991a,

Different individuals and groups have different

objectives and resources, and each attempts to bargain with
the other members or coalitions to influence goals and the
decision making process.

It is not an uncommon occurrence

in an organization for low level participants to acquire and
employ a considerable amount of power and influence not
associated with the formal position which they hold
(Mechanic, 1962/1987).
Smith (1997) expressed that conflict can be harmful
when it degenerates into physical confrontation or destroys
the ability of an organization's members to be active
participants.

However, he also stated that "intellectual

conflict is the forge that shapes, hardens, crystallizes,
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and clarifies ideas and decisions"

(p.169).

Smith described

the suppression of conflict and confrontation as a major
pitfall for organizations.
Campus safety departments may also be viewed through
this frame very easily.

A campus law enforcement agency is

most certainly composed of individuals of varied interests.
The department is broken up into divisions, professional
groups

(dispatchers, field service officers, parking

enforcement, uniform patrol, detectives, vehicle
maintenance, etc.), and gender and ethnic subgroups.

Each

of these individuals and groups have their own values,
preferences, beliefs, information, and perceptions of
reality.

Swanson, Territo, and Taylor (1988)

stated that

"power is an indispensable dimension of police departments"
(p. 131).
Within a public institution of higher education, there
is always the need to carefully divide the scarce resources
of personnel, technology, and funding.

Because of the need

for these resources, conflict will occur within the
organization's members.

As the different divisions,

hierarchical levels, and professional groups bargain and
negotiate, organizational goals and decisions develop.
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The Symbolic Frame
The symbolic frame centers on organizations as cultural
and historical systems with social symbols, meanings,
beliefs, and faiths
Heimovics, Herman,

(Bolman
&

&

Deal, 1991a, 1991b; and

Jerkiewicz Coughlin, 1993).

The symbolic frame assumes that organizations are full
of questions that cannot be answered, problems that
cannot be solved, and events that cannot be understood
or managed. Whenever that is the case, humans will
create and use symbols to bring meaning out of chaos,
clarity out of confusion, and predictability out of
mystery. (Bolman & Deal, 1991a, p. 253)
Myths, fairy tales, and stories provide explanations,
clarify discrepancies, and resolve organizational
ambiguities.

Metaphors allow organizational members to

understand confusing situations.

Rituals and ceremonies

provide a method of making the unpredictable future seem
routine (Bolman & Deal, 1991a).
Bolman and Deal (1991a), in developing the symbolic
frame, based it upon the following assumptions:
1.

What is most important about any event is not what
happened, but what it means.

2.

Events and meanings are loosely coupled: the same
events can have very different meanings for
different people because of differences in the
schema that they use to interpret their
experience.

3.

Many of the most significant events and processes
in organizations are ambiguous or uncertain-it is
often difficult or impossible to know what
happened, why it happened, or what will happen
next.
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4.

The greater the ambiguity and uncertainty, the
harder it is to use rational approaches to
analysis, problem solving, and decision making.

5.

Faced with uncertainty and ambiguity, human beings
create symbols to resolve confusion, increase
predictability, and provide direction.
(Events
may remain illogical, random, fluid, and
meaningless, but human symbols make them seem
otherwise.)

6.

Many organizational events and processes are
important more for what they express than for what
they produce: they are secular myths, rituals,
ceremonies, and sagas that help people find
meaning and order in their experience. (p. 244)

Rituals and ceremonies "serve four major roles: to
socialize, to stabilize, to reduce anxieties and
ambiguities, and to convey messages to external
constituencies" (Bolman

&

Deal, 1991a, p. 262).

They

express an organization's culture and are as important to
the organization as they are to the individual member.
Kotter (1988)

stated that the best organizations seem to

have strong corporate cultures which are almost "clannish in
nature"

(p.98).

Deal (1995)

In discussing the rituals of organizations,

stated:

In any company, you have priests, or priestesses,
gossips, spies, storytellers, whisperers, and countless
numbers of other roles. These are the people that
carry and protect and defend the culture and everyone
knows who these people are
. They may not know who
the president is, they may not know who the chairman of
the board is, they may not be able to tell you who
their supervisor is, but they can tell you who the
priests or priestesses are, who the storytellers are,
and who the gossipers are. (side 2)
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Metaphors are used to make the strange sound familiar
and play an important and complex role in any group or
organization.

Metaphors reduce complicated problems into

understandable concepts

(Bolman

&

Deal, 1991a).

These

metaphors, rituals and ceremonies help to create a culture
for the organization.
Humor and play in an organization can also be used to
socialize and convey familiarity and membership.
play can happen simultaneously.

Work and

If play is viewed as a

state of mind, any activity can be done playfully.

Play at

work means that the rules can be relaxed in order to explore
alternatives

(Bolman

&

Deal, 1991a).

While law enforcement organizations are usually
structured bureaucratically, following a strict set of
written directives and adhering to a chain of command, law
enforcement also fits extremely well into the symbolic
frame.
Citizens and law enforcement officers alike are
bombarded with "fairy tales" and "stories" about police.
Some stories are made to create a bond between officers.
Two different stories are told about the origin of the name
"Cops" in America.

One story describes an eastern city in

the United States with a law enforcement officer on foot
patrol.

Locals would see the Constable On Patrol in the

neighborhood and remark "Here come's the C.O.P."
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The other

story is based in the western towns on the American
frontier.
copper.

In this story, lawmen carried badges made of
Citizens started calling the badge wearers

"Coppers" which, over time, was shortened to "Cops."
Stories like these help tie together the modern-day law
enforcement officers by giving them a common bond.

It

really does not matter which, if either, story is true.
"Slang" is part of an organizational image in law
enforcement and helps to tie the members of the organization
together, often allowing older members to discern new
members in the group.

Kuykendall and Unsinger (1975) tell a

story about the need to learn the language of the
organization:
A new and untrained policeman was assigned to a patrol
car by himself one night during a manpower shortage.
Shortly after leaving the station
. he had a flat
tire. Wondering what to do, he looked at his Ten Code
Sheet and saw that Code 30 meant "Emergency - Officer
needs Help." This new officer picked up the radio,
said "Code 30," and gave his location.
. Within
minutes, several police cars came screeching up to his
location.
This new officer learned a valuable lesson
in communication when he was informed by his supervisor
that a flat tire was not a Code 30! (p. 41)
Behind these myths and stories is the symbol that ties
together all law enforcement officers in the nation: the
badge.

Whether a shield or a star, the badge is seen by the

public as a sign of authority.

The badge is seen by the

wearer as a sign of accomplishment and of position.

Badges

come in all different colors with different titles.

A gold
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badge is a brighter symbol, usually signifying rank and
position, than a mere silver badge.

A badge that reads

"detective," "sergeant," or "lieutenant" is symbolic of
knowledge, wisdom, and authority over others that wear the
badge.

Another symbol in law enforcement is the patch worn

on the shoulder of the uniform.

Officers collect and trade

these patches, going to great lengths to get complete sets.
In order to achieve the right to wear the badge and the
patch, several rituals must be completed.
which is the academy.

The first of

States require that all sworn law

enforcement officers, including campus police, must complete
a certified law enforcement academy (consisting of
instruction in law, firearms, physical fitness, defensive
tactics, driving, first aid, etc.).

Most also require

successful completion of a state comprehensive exam.

Once

the candidate is certified, a grueling hiring process is
begun which may include a polygraph, medical exam, writing
test, physical fitness test, group interview, and
psychological exam.

After successful completion of the

hiring process, the new recruit takes part in a public
swearing-in ceremony.

Once "sworn" the new recruit must

advance through another ritual called field training (better
known as On-The-Job training).

This program usually lasts

for approximately a year while the new officer learns the
details of being a "cop."
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Beyond the formal rituals and ceremonies, there are
also the informal.

Squad briefing and inspections can be

routine rituals, some more formal than others.

Meal breaks,

athletic training, and working as "partnersn can also be
informal rituals.

These rituals allow the officers to

create some stability to an otherwise chaotic job.

The

rituals also allow for the ability to socialize and reduce
anxieties.
The majority of Law Enforcement Officers chose their
career because they enjoy the work they do.

Most officers

would say that they get paid for having forty hours of fun
per week.

Although many situations that officers face are

extremely serious, most tend to take a very humorous look at
the job.

An officer who wrecked his vehicle is nicknamed

"Crash;n another that made a particularly interesting drug
arrest is awarded "Narcotics Agent for a Day.n An officer
that got so involved in a case that it took up half of the
nights' shift is given a turkey trophy for "bagging the
biggest turkey,n or a toy cow for "milking a call . n

In this

arena, humor is an outlet for stress, and promotes
friendship among the members of a group that must rely on
one another.

After a particularly stressful event on the

street, several squad members may be seen together laughing
and goofing around, a practice that allows for venting that
is often seen as distasteful by members of the public.
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Bolman and Deal (1991b) stated that "organizations
develop cultural symbols that shape human behavior
unobtrusively and provide a shared sense of mission and
identity"

(p. 512).

These symbolic leaders provide

enthusiasm for and about the organization through charisma
and drama though the utilization of myths, rituals,
ceremonies, and stories (Bolman & Deal, 1991b).

The Multi-Frame View
Each of the four perspectives, or frames, reveals a
different way to view life and interpersonal relationships
within organizations.

The multi-frame model divides the

world into four different perspectives and allows the
practicing theorist to view every organization through
multiple points of view.

Bolman and Deal (1991a) discussed

the problems associated with utilizing only a single frame
when examining an organization:
Theorists generally emphasize a single approach and
defend it against all challengers, and practicing
managers typically prefer to use only one frame.
Indeed, many would-be leaders move from company to
company or agency to agency in search of a situation
that conforms to their idea of how things should be
organized. .
The inability to consider multiple
perspectives continually undermines efforts to manage
or change organizations. (p. 309)
Each of Bolman and Deal's four frames describes a
different set of circumstances that are present in any
organization, system, or society.
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However, each of these

descriptions are apt to be more applicable in some
circumstances than in others.

Effective managers must be

able to utilize each of these perspectives as necessary for
different situations

(Bolman & Deal, 1991a).

Looking at a

society, organization, system, or problem from multiple
perspectives has also been supported by numerous other
leadership and management researchers.
Levine and Crom (1993) discussed the importance of
determining one's organization's situation before attempting
to make decisions that affect the future:
Leaders ask: Where is this work heading? What does
this division stand for? Who are we trying to serve?
How can we improve the quality of our work? The
specific answers will be as different as the people
being led, as different as the leaders themselves.
What is most important is that the questions are being
asked.
(p. 25)
Cohen (1990)

communicated the importance of effective

leaders analyzing and comparing situations before taking the
appropriate action.

Bennis and Nanus (1985) stated that

"all organizations depend on the existence of shared
meanings and interpretations of reality, which facilitate
coordinated action"

(p. 39).

Cribbin (1972) asserted that

the manager and leader must be aware of his own
psychological and personal tendencies and must discipline
himself to do what must be done rather than take refuge in
what comes naturally.
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Hersey (1984)

stated that leaders may be "ineffective

unless they can adapt their leadership style to meet the
demands of the environment" (p. 57).

Lashway (1995)

discussed the importance of utilizing all four of the Bolman
and Deal frames in order to be a successful facilitative
leader.

Owens

(1995) discussed management of organizations,

and that certain organizational cultures are more effective
than others in effectuating certain styles of leadership.
Kearns

(1988) discussed the methodology of redesigning an

organization's culture by stepping away from traditional
resources, technology and structure.
In Breakthrough Thinking, Nadler and Hibino (1994)
examined a holistic approach to plan, design, improve and
find solutions to problems.

This process "extends the

creative process to determine the right purposes to be
accomplished, generate a large number of imaginative and
original options, and develop the systems you need to
implement effective solutions" (p.vii).

The process of

breakthrough thinking incorporates two essential principles:
(1)

in order to solve a problem you must question its

purpose, and (2) every problem is unique.
In Bolman and Deal's Leadership Orientations surveys
(1990a, 1990b, 1991b), results of research indicated that
the four-frame model of leadership and management is an
effective and reliable method for showing and understanding
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how managers think.

It is also a powerful tool for showing

how their thinking related to their effectiveness as a
leader and as a manager.

"The results support our central

assertion that managers often use only one or two frames,
but need to rely on all four to be fully effective as both
managers and leaders"

(Bolman & Deal, 1991b, p. 529).

Deal

(1986), in discussing new images of organizations and
leadership in schools, summarized the need for effective
leaders and managers to utilize all four frames:
If we accept the idea that schools are complex human
systems where goals and roles, power and conflict,
human needs and skills, symbols and meaning all play a
central role, approaches to reform take on a new cast.
Rather than to put all bets on one guiding image, we
need to entertain several (Bolman & Deal, 1984).
Rather than to fashion strategies mainly from a
structural perspective, the individual, political, and
symbolic realities of schools also need to be
considered. (p. 5)

Leadership versus Management
The Leadership Orientations (Self) survey by Bolman and
Deal (1990a)

contains two questions relating to the self-

perceived overall effectiveness as a leader and as a
manager.

Bolman and Deal (1991b) stated that they "did not

define leadership or management, nor did we instruct
respondents how to distinguish the terms" (p. 518).
and Deal (1991b)

contended that the "two measures of
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Bolman

perceived effectiveness would be highly correlated, and they
are (typically in the range of .75 to .85)" (p. 518).
Kotter (1990) defined the process of leadership as the
establishment of organizational direction, the alignment of
people to the direction of the organization, and the
motivation and inspiration of organizational members despite
barriers to the direction of the organization.

Kotter also

defined leadership as "a process that helps direct and
mobilize people and/or their ideas" (p. 3).

Stogdill

(1974), although convinced that there were many accepted
definitions of leadership, stated a leader was "a focus of
group change, activity, and process" (p. 7).

Kotter (1988)

defined leadership as the process of advancing a group or
organization "through mostly noncoercive means" (p. 5).
Hofstede (1995)

stated that the words "manage,"

"management," and "manager" first appeared in the English
language in the 16th century.

"Manager" has been used to

refer to a class of people, those who do not own but act on
behalf of an owner.

Today, management is defined as the

process which includes planning, budgeting, organizing,
staffing, directing, controlling and problem solving
(Starling, 1986).

Kotter (1990) defined management as a

process which produces consistency and order which enables
complex organizations to keep "on time and on budget" (p.
4) .
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Where management has planning and budgeting, leadership
sets a direction.

Where management organizes and staffs an

organization, leadership aligns the people of the
organization to a common goal.

Managers control and problem

solve in their organizations, leaders motivate people
(Kotter, 1995).

Owens

(1995) stated that "one manages

things, not people, and one leads people, not things" (p.

132)
Management and leadership are considered equally
important in the administration of educational
organizations.
Thurston

Sergiovanni, Burlingame, Coombs, and

(1987) wrote that:

Leadership and administration are so interrelated
that, practically speaking, both behavior modes
should be considered necessary and important
variations in administrative style. The choice is
not either leadership or administration, but a
better balance between the two and a more
realistic view of the possibilities for each. (p.
58)
An administrator must be concerned with crisis management
and day-to-day tasks associated with the management of
programs and personnel.

However, a concern for proactive

changes that can produce significant differences in the
agency, department, division, or institution must be
considered equally important (Mounts, 1997; and Sergiovanni,
Burlingame, Coombs,

&

Thurston, 1987).
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With proportionate amounts of leadership and
management, organizations can move decisively in a direction
of positive change.

Margaret E. Mahoney, President of the

Commonwealth Fund, stated:
I think the distinction between managers and
leaders is extremely important because a good
manager must be concerned with people.
He or she
must have the right instincts for how one puts
together an institution that will work.
But a
leader is different.
A manager can be a leader,
and hopefully is in most instances .
a leader
must have the visionary capacity to look ahead,
assess how the world is going to be, and take the
institution toward that vision.
(McFarland, Senn,
& Childress, 1994, p. 202)
Scott K. DeGarmo, Editor-In-Chief and Publisher of Success
Magazine stated that "You have to integrate leadership and
management.

You really can't have one without the other"

(McFarland, Senn,

& Childress, 1994, p.

203).

Authors on the subject of the distinction of leadership
and management universally agree that the two are separate
processes.

Determining the value of leadership over

management, management over leadership, or the equal value
of both is widely disputed.

Circumstances, it appears, help

to decide which combination of the two processes are right
for a particular organization at a particular time.
Circumstances also dictate the appropriate role of the
Director of Campus Safety.

Nichols

(1987) spoke of the

responsibility of a campus safety director in:

42

merging his organization's goals with those of society,
whether in a metropolitan area or a campus community.
It is an unenviable, yet inescapable task that requires
effective leadership abilities along with management
skills. (p. 67)
Swanson, Leonard, and Taylor (1988) stated the importance of
a law enforcement administrator to adapt to the changing
needs of their environment.

"Effective leadership is the

result of a good fit between the capabilities of a leader
and the demands of a given condition" (Swanson, Leonard, &
Taylor, 1988, p. 155).

Gross

(1996) stated that "if leaders

and subordinates have the right professional beliefs,
values, character, knowledge, and skills, they will do the
right things under the circumstances" (p. 32).
Deal

Bolman and

(1991b) in reporting their findings of the Leadership

Orientation /Self} and Leadership Orientation /Other}
surveys stated that:
effectiveness as a leader and a manager are not the
same thing. .
These results make it clear that
practicing managers and their colleagues see them as
distinct, though overlapping. The two measures were
highly correlated, but they were associated with
different combinations of frame orientations. (p. 524)

campus Safety
As early as the 1600s, higher education institutions in
America developed long and stringent rules and regulations
and relied on common law to govern student lives even though
no one was assigned to enforce the law.

In some colleges

and universities, tutors and unwed professors lived with
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students and acted as police, spies, and judges (Bromley,
1996) .
In 1894, the first official police agency for a higher
education institution was established at Yale University.
Due to increasing tension and conflict between Yale
University students and the citizens of the town of New
Haven, often ending in riots, Yale University felt the need
for an increase in police presence.

Two New Haven police

officers were assigned to Yale University yet retained their
sworn law enforcement powers as New Haven city police
officers

(Bromley, 1996; Gorbas, 1996; Nichols, 1987; and

Powell, Pander & Nielson, 1994).
Other universities continued to retain only night
watchmen during this time period, and relied on local law
enforcement agencies for assistance.

It was not until the

1930s that other institutions began to see the need for a
sworn law enforcement presence and the night watchman
position gradually changed and began to include
responsibilities which included dealing with the enforcement
of campus rules and regulations.

In the 1930s, bootleg

alcohol, and the drinking problems associated with alcohol,
became a campus problem (Nichols, 1987; and Powell, Pander &
Nielson, 1994).
In the 1950s campuses began hiring retired police
officers as security guards.

In 1958 the National
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Association of College and University Traffic and Security
Directors was formed.

This group later changed its name to

the International Association of Campus Law Enforcement
Administrators

(Bromley, 1996) and at the time this study

was conducted had over 900 institutional members
(International Association of Campus Law Enforcement
Officers, 1997) .

In the riotous 1960s, many campus

administrators began to realize the inadequacy of their
campus safety programs and were often dissatisfied with
local law enforcement departments.

There was a new clamor

to create professional campus safety agencies that could be
sensitive to the needs of the campus community (Nichols,
1987).
As stated by Nichols (1987) the need for campus safety
and police continued to grow, but for new reasons:
As campus unrest waned, it appeared to be replaced by a
new problem - namely, increased crime in the form of
thefts, assaults, robberies, rapes, and the illegal use
and sale of drugs.
College and University campuses
became prime targets for criminals who realized that a
campus population was made up of mostly young people
who had little concern for security or crime and
administrators whose main interest was education, not
protection or enforcement of the law. (p. 13)
This change was also partially brought about by Dixon v,

Alabama Board of Education (1961) in which the concept of
"in loco parentis" where the institution acts as a parent in
absence of the parent was invalidated; and students were
accorded the same rights, privileges, and responsibilities
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of any citizen.

This case, according to Powell, Pander, and

Nielsen (1994), also led to the eventual disappearance of
house mothers, began free access to residence halls at all
hours, and initiated the abandonment of curfews.

The loss

of these protective "parental" restrictions provided
opportunity for the criminal element to have a much
liberated access to the campus environment.

By the early

1970s, officers at public institutions typically were
"sworn," meaning they had full arrest powers.

This power

came from state statute, or as deputies of other local
agencies

(Bromley, 1996).

With the emergence of full-time safety officers on
campuses came the question of orientation.

Should a campus

safety department be modeled after a municipal police
agency, or modeled as a security and safety department,
answering to the dean of students or a similar position,
which left police work to local law enforcement agencies?
This issue "has been raised from campus to campus across the
country and caused considerable frustration and debate
within some institutions" (Nichols, 1987, p. 38).
(1989)

Smith

stated that:

The crime threat on campuses today is real, and
requires that campus police officers be "real" police.
They should be called police, and have the same
training requirements, legal powers, and professional
expectations as the best municipal police departments.
In addition, growing white-collar crime in campus life
dictates that campus security operations include a
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skilled and sophisticated detective force.
A crime is
a crime wherever it occurs, and students should learn
that criminal conduct brings penalties and
consequences. (p. 11)
Some, however, are reluctant to give campus safety officers
such authority.

Nichols

(1987) stated that "on some

campuses, vestiges of in loco parentis still remain in
spirit, and, subsequently, a parental approach is often
preferred in minor criminal violationsn
(1996)

(p. 38).

Gorbas

stated the need for a police agency that understood

the complexities of working in a college environment:
It was clear that universities needed their own
certified police departments that would enforce the
laws of their state on campuses and were professionally
trained to work with faculty, staff and student
problems, without being dependent on outside law
enforcement agencies that are not trained to work in a
college community. (p. 17)
Campus safety agencies provide similar job descriptions
for their police officers as their municipal, county, and
state counterparts.

Universities and other post-secondary

institutions face many of the same problems as a city
(Nichols, 198 7) .

There are special concerns, however, for

specific crimes on campuses.

Traffic and parking are of

particular concern to campus agencies as are sexually
related crimes.

Additionally, the use and abuse of alcohol

and drugs, mass disturbances, hazing, and cult or gang
activity are also specific concerns for these agencies
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(Bernitt, 1971; Nichols, 1987; and Powell, Pander, &
Nielsen, 1994).
In 1995 the United States Bureau of Justice Statistics
completed a survey of campus law enforcement agencies.

The

survey found that as of March 15, 1995 there were 20,000
full-time employees of campus safety agencies in the United
States, including nearly 11,000 full-time sworn officers.
Overall,

93% of public institutions used sworn officers.

Most sworn campus officers were armed (81% of public
institutions), and about four times as much training was
required of sworn officers than non-sworn officers.

Of the

campus agencies surveyed, 27% required some or all of their
officers to wear protective body armor.

The agencies also

reported that 36% were responsible for emergency medical
services on their campus, 35% were responsible for animal
control, and 29% for search and rescue operations.

About

three in five agencies had primary responsibility for
homicide investigations, and three in four handled the
investigation of other violent crimes such as robbery and
rape.

According to the survey, the heads of these

departments started at an average annual salary of $45,100
(U.S. Department of Justice, 1996).
The campus safety director may have many different
titles.

"Chief of Police," "Chief of Security," "Director

of Safety and Security," or "Director of Campus Public
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Safety" are other designations given to the same position
(Nichols, 1987).

Regardless of the label given to their

positions, these administrators are responsible for
planning, organizing, budgeting, directing, public
relations, crime prevention, recruiting, training, records
and reports, morale and discipline, and employee relations
(Lynch, 1986; and Powell, Pander, & Nielsen, 1994).

Campus

safety directors must also provide direction in their
departments, identify operational objectives, and meet
social expectations.

"They must be able to take corrective

action when the department goes off course" (Potts, 1983).
Nichols

(1987) discussed the importance of campus

safety directors adapting to changing environments in the
campus setting.

Effective campus safety directors must

learn to adapt their style and use varied managerial tools
in order to become more effective leaders.

Nichols (1987)

stated that "with the right kind of leadership and
management approach, campus public safety will continue to
achieve respect within the campus community as well as in
the law enforcement/security community" (p. 88).

Related Research
Bolman and Deal (1991b) utilized two studies that
documented the leadership frames model.

The first of the

studies qualitatively assessed how many and which frames
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managers applied.

This study utilized a sample of 145

higher education administrators, 48 Florida school
principals, 15 Minnesota superintendents, and 220
administrators from the Republic of Singapore.

The study

showed that most used one or two of the frames, and only
about 5% utilized all four frames.

In all three populations

surveyed, the structural frame appeared in 60% of the cases,
the symbolic frame, however, only appeared in 20%.

In the

United States, the political frame appeared in more than 70%
of the cases

(Bolman

&

Deal, 1991b).

The second study used the Leadership Orientations

/Self}

(1990a) and Leadership Orientations {Other)

(1990b)

surveys in a quantitative assessment of the managers' frame
orientations.

This sample contained 90 senior managers from

more than 15 different nations, 145 higher education
administrators, 50 Florida principals and 90 Oregon
principals and central office administrators, and 229 school
administrators from the Republic of Singapore (Bolman

&

Deal, 1991b).
Bolman and Deal

(1991b) built the hypothesis of this

second study on the premise that "different situations
required different patterns of thinking" (p. 519).

The data

collected suggested that all four frames were perceived to
contribute to effectiveness, but that "effective management
and effective leadership are not the same thing" (p. 529).
50

1991b; Rivers, 1996; and Strickland, 1992).

Utilization by

leaders and managers of all four frames was rare, but
occurred more often in groups that were selected for their
ex c ellence in the profession (Durocher, 1995).
Until 1998, research with Bolman and Deal's Leadership

Orientations /Self}

(1990a) survey had primarily been of top

administrators at elementary, secondary, and post-secondary
institutions.

Miller (1998), however, utilized the survey

to determine leadership frame usage by directors of
occupational therapy programs.

Miller's results were

consistent with previous research, and indicated that the
human resource frame was most frequently utilized.

Miller

found that 40 % of her respondents exhibited a multi-frame
perspective, and that years of experience contributed to
multi-frame usage.
Research of any type on the leadership orientations of
campus safety directors could not be located.

Furthermore,

there were no previous documented uses of the Bolman and
Deal Leadership Orientations /Self)

Orientations /Other}

(1990a) or Leadership

(1990b) surveys within campus safety at

any institution.
There has been research on campus police agencies,
however, with study focuses other than leadership and
management.

Telb (1980) studied the role perceptions and

behaviors of campus police officers and found that campus
52

security officers perceived their role to be congruent to
that of a municipal police officer.

He determined that

higher education had a positive impact on the way that
campus security officers carried out their responsibilities.
During the same time period, Lloyd (1980) completed a study
examining the development of campus law enforcement between
1960 and 1980.

Lloyd analyzed the security and municipal

models of campus safety orientation.

The security model was

based on crime prevention and a parental approach to campus
safety.

The municipal model was based on the methods

utilized by police agencies in city, county, and state
government.

Lloyd discussed the importance of both of these

models and explored a third model, the public safety model,
which combined the two approaches.
In 1982, Bordner examined campus safety at an urban
university and found that these officers responded to the
unique features of their institutional environment through
crime prevention and by means of a service orientation.
Burlingame (1989) examined the training of police and
security officers at four-year higher education
institutions.

Burlingame found that 66% of the officers he

studied had college degrees, and their mean age was 45.61
years.

Burlingame also reported that departments employed

an average of 15.11 full time officers, and 4.53 part-time
officers.

Burlingame also found no significant regional
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variations in the training of sworn officers for these
departments.

Summary
The purpose of this chapter was to provide a review of
related literature and research on leadership theories,
frames,

orientations, and campus safety.

leadership frames,

Each of the four

the theoretical structures of each frame

and their relationship to campus safety/law enforcement
departments were reviewed.
The first four sections explored each of the four
frames and the relationship of these frames to campus safety
departments.

The fifth section addressed the multi-frame

perspective, and the importance of viewing a situation from
numerous vantage points.

This "reframing" allows the leader

to adapt to different situations and understand why things
happen in an organization.
Section six discussed the concepts of leadership and
management.

It was shown that authors on the subject of the

distinction of leadership and management universally agree
that the two are separate processes.

Circumstances help to

decide which combination of the two processes are right for
a particular organization at a particular time.
The seventh section developed a history of the campus
safety agency, the role of the campus safety officer, and
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the development of the campus safety director.

The eighth

section described related studies which researched the use
of leadership frames by different educational levels and
positions.

This section also discussed related research

about campus safety organizations.
This chapter provided a basis for this study in a
literature and research review.

The following chapter will

discuss the methodology and procedures utilized for the
completion of this current study.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES

Introduction
This chapter provides an overview of the methodology
and procedures utilized for this study.

It contains an

analysis of the processes utilized in the collection and
analysis of the data accrued to identify campus safety
director self-perceptions of their leadership and management
frame orientations.

Problem statement
This study sought to:

(1) develop a profile of 343

campus safety directors at public four-year institutions who
were identified as members in the International Association
of Campus Law Enforcement Administrators;

(2) determine

leadership orientations of the identified population;
determine to what extent the directors' leadership
orientations differed based on selected demographic
variables.
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(3)

Population
The population for this study consisted of the 343
directors of campus safety of American four-year public
institutions listed in the 1997-1998 Membership Directory of
the International Association of Campus Law Enforcement
Administrators

(IACLEA).

Permission to use the IACLEA

directory to create a mailing list for this survey was
obtained from their national headquarters in Hartford,
Connecticut (Appendix E).

An institution was determined to

be a public four-year institution based on data found in the
most recent edition of the Directory of Postsecondary
Institutions compiled by the National Center for Education
Statistics of the United States Department of Education
(1995).

Data Collection
The survey instrument was distributed to the 343 campus
safety directors by first class mail of the United States
Postal Service.

The survey instrument (Appendix A) was

mailed to each director of campus safety identified in the
IACLEA membership directory (1997).

The survey, along with

a cover letter (Appendix B), and a postage-paid selfaddressed return envelope was mailed on June 30, 1998.
There were 143 (41.2%) responses to this first mailing as of
July 20, 1998.

A follow-up letter (Appendix C), a second
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survey instrument, and a second postage-paid self-addressed
return envelope were mailed to non-respondents on July 20,
1998 to further encourage participation .

The cover letter

of the second mailing asked the campus safety director to
assist in the study and to return the survey instrument by
July 30, 1998.

The second mailing yielded a return of 47

additional survey instruments for a total of 190 survey
instruments returned (55.4 %).

Instrumentation
Data were collected through the use of a survey
instrument, Leadership Orientation /Self}, designed by
Bolman and Deal (1990a).

The survey instrument was designed

to measure the utilization of the four leadership
orientation frames.

The items constituting the instrument

were carefully developed by Bolman and Deal (1991b) :
The items for each scale were selected from a larger
pool generated by the authors and their colleagues .
The instrument was pilot tested on populations of both
students and managers to assess the internal
reliability of each scale. The instrument is now in
its third iteration, and internal reliability is very
high: Chronbach's alpha for the frame measures ranges
between .91 and .93. The instrument has two parallel
forms : one for individuals to rate themselves, and
another in which their colleagues (superiors, peers,
subordinates , etc.) can rate them . (p. 518)
For this survey , additional items relating to the
demographics of the institution and personal characteristics
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of each of the respondents were also formulated and included
in the survey instrument (see Appendix A).

The authors

granted permission for the use and revision of the

Leadership Orjentations (Selfl survey (Appendix D).
The instrument was divided into four sections:
leader behaviors;

(2) leadership style;

(1)

(3) overall rating;

and (4) demographics.
In Section 1, the Leader Behaviors Section, a Likert
type scale was utilized to assess behaviors that the
respondents related to their leadership and management
styles.

The scale consisted of a "1" for never, "2" for

occasionally, "3" for sometimes, "4" for often, and "5" for
always.

The respondent was directed to select only one

response for each question.

Two modifications from the

Bolman and Deal Leadership Orientations rselfl
were made in this section.

(1990) survey

In Item 15, "cleverly" replaced

the original "adroitly" to improve clarity for respondents.
Additionally, the survey's format was altered from the
original version to improve instrument readability, and ease
of data entry.
In Section 2, the Leadership Style Section, a rank
order scale was utilized by respondents to describe their
leadership styles.

Each item contained four responses that

were to be ranked in the order they applied to the
respondent's style: a "1" for the item that was least like
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the respondent; "2" for the response that was more like the
respondent; "3" for the response that was even more like the
respondent; and "4" for the response that was most like the
respondent.
Section 3, the Overall Rating Section, consisted of two
items in which the respondents were asked to rate themselves
overall as a manager and as a leader.

Respondents were

asked to select from 5 responses regarding their
effectiveness as a leader and as a manager compared to other
individuals that they have known with comparable levels of
experience and responsibility.

A response of "5" was

identified as being in the top 20%, "3" as the middle 20%,
and "l" as the bottom 20%.
Section 4, the Demographic Section, consisted of 10
items designed to elicit personal, professional and
institutional information about respondents.

Items 1

through 4 (regarding student population, size of department,
sworn/non-sworn status of officers, and classification of
campus) were used to elicit institutional information.
Items 5,

6, and 7 (years spent in this position, years as

head of campus security at any institution, and total number
of years in law enforcement/campus security) yielded
professional information on respondents.

Items 8, 9, and 10

(highest level of education, gender, and age) provided
personal information about each respondent.
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Research Onestions
Based on a review of literature and related research,
the following questions were generated to guide this
research study:
1.

To what extent did directors of campus safety

utilize the four frames?
2.

Was there a significant difference between frame

usage and selected personal, professional or institutional
variables?
3.

Was leadership effectiveness rated higher than

managerial effectiveness by the directors of campus safety?

Data Analysis
Data obtained in this research study were subjected to
statistical analysis using SPSS© 7.5 for Windows™.

For

Research Question 1, "To what extent did directors of campus
safety utilize the four frames?", frequencies and
percentages of response choices were analyzed from survey
items contained in Section 1 (Leadership and Management
Style) and Section 2 (Leadership Style).

Responses were

divided into four subgroups representing the four frames:
Items 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, 21, 25, and 29 (representing the
structural frame); Items 2, 6, 10, 14, 18, 22, 26, and 30
representing the human resource frame); Items 3, 7, 11, 15,
19, 23, 27, and 31

(representing the symbolic frame); and
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Items 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 28, and 32 (representing the
symbolic frame).

The second section of the Leadership

Orientations /Self\ survey on leadership style consisted of
six sets of four descriptors, each equally divided among the
four frames.

For each response , item "a" represented the

str11ctural frame, "b" represented the human resource frame,
"c" represented the political frame , "d" represented the
symbolic frame.

The frequency and percentages of these

items were also calculated .
For Research Question 2, "Was there a significant
difference between frame usage and selected personal,
professional or institutional variables? " , a factorial
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to determine if a
significant difference existed for frame use based on seven
selected variables .

The singl~ personal variable utilized

for this statistical analysis was education level.
Professional variables included length of time in current
position, length of time as director of campus security at
any institution , and length of time in the law
enforcement/campus security profession.

Institutional

variables consisted of size of institution, number of
officers employed by the department, and the institution
type (rural , suburban or metropolitan , urban) .
A scale was developed for each of the four frames using
a summation of each individual's response to each item on
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the survey instrument associated with that frame in the
Leader Behaviors Section (Section 1) and the Leadership
Styles Section (Section 2).

This produced a mean scale

score for each of the four frames.

A two-way ANOVA was

conducted to determine if a significant difference existed
for frame usage and each of the selected variables.
Resulting interactions were also reported, and post-hoc
comparisons completed where the ANOVA test showed that a
relationship may exist.
For Research Question 3, "Was leadership effectiveness
rated higher than managerial effectiveness by the directors
of campus safety?", the mean scores, frequencies, and
percentages of response choices from the Overall Rating
Section (Section 3 of the survey instrument) were analyzed
for both items regarding the respondent's self rating as a
manager and as a leader.

Summary
This research utilized an existing survey instrument,
the Bolman and Deal (1990a) Leadership Orientations /Self\
survey, to investigate use of the four leadership frames by
Directors of Campus Safety.

The survey instrument was

mailed to 343 campus safety directors at American public
four-year institutions.
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Two mailings resulted in the return of 190 surveys
(55.4 % response rate).

An analysis of data, which is

covered in the next chapter, was conducted in order to
provide responses to the formulated research questions.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction
This study sought to: determine leadership orientations
of the population of 343 campus safety directors at public
four-year institutions who were identified as members in the
International Association of Campus Law Enforcement
Administrators; develop a profile of the population; and
determine to what extent the directors' leadership
orientations differed based on selected demographic
variables.

Three research questions were designed to guide

the study.
The Leadership Orientations /Selfl survey by Bolman and
Deal (1990a) asked the respondents to describe their
leadership orientations, styles, and perceptions of their
own effectiveness as a leader and as a manager.

This

chapter presents data regarding the population and
demographic characteristics of the group studied and the
analysis of data related to research questions.

65

Populatjon and Demographic Characteristics
Of the 343 directors of campus safety of American fouryear public institutions surveyed, 190 (55.4%) responded to
either the initial or follow-up request for participation.
Tables 1, 2, and 3 present the demographic information
obtained through a descriptive analysis of frequencies and
percentages for the 10 demographic items on the survey
instrument.

Items 1 through 4 (regarding student

population, size of department, sworn/non-sworn status of
officers , and classification of campus) asked for
information regarding the institution.

Items 5, 6, and 7

(years spent in this position, years as head of campus
security at any institution, and total number of years in
law enforcement/campus security) were used to obtain
professional information on the respondent.

Items 8, 9, and

10 (highest level of education, gender, and age) were used
to elicit personal information about each respondent.
Table 1 presents the institutional characteristics for
the survey respondents.

Of the 190 campus safety directors

that responded to the survey, 22

(11 .6 %) were from

institutions with a full time equivalent (FTE) enrollment of
less than 5,000.

Respondents also indicated that they were

from institutions with 5,000 to 14,999 FTE students (100,
52 . 6%), institutions with FTE enrollment of 15,000 to 24,999
(34, 17.9 %), and institutions with FTE enrollment of 25,000
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to 34 , 999 (24 , 12.6%) .

Only 10 (5 . 3%) respondents were from

institutions that had a FTE enrollment of over 35 , 000
students.

Table 1
Institutional Characteristics (N=190)
Demographic Information
Institution size (n=l90)
Less than 5,000 students
5,000 to 14,999 students
15,000 to 24 , 999 students
25,000 to 34,999 students
35,000 students and over
Number of officers (n=190)
Less than 15
15 to 29
30 to 50
More than 50
Type of officers (n=190)
Sworn
Non-sworn
Type of institution (n=188)
Urban
Rural
Suburban or Metropolitan

Frequency

Percent

22
100
34
24
10

11. 6

54
71
35
30

28.4
37 . 4
18 . 4
15.8

181
9

95 . 3
4.7

85
48
55

45.2
25 . 5
29 . 3

52.6
17 . 9
12 . 6
5.3

Note. Not all respondents completed every survey item .

Respondents were asked in Item 2 to report the number
of officers employed by their departments .
indicated 54

Respondents

(28 . 4%) institutions had less than 15 officers.

Additionally, 71 respondents (37.4%) indicated having 15 to
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29 officers employed.

Respondents also indicated that 35

(18.4 %) institutions had 30 to 50 officers, and 30 (15.8 %)
had more than 50 officers.

Almost all of the respondents

(1 8 1, 95.3 %) reported in Item 3 that their institution
utilized sworn officers in the campus safety department, and
only 9 (4.7 %) reported that their officers were not sworn.
Item 4 asked respondents to describe their institutions
as urban, rural, or suburban/metropolitan.

Nearly half of

the respondents (85, 45.2 %) described their institutions as
"urban." Approximately one-quarter (48, 25.5 %) of the
respondents reported that their institutions were "rural."
Fifty-five (29.3 %)

stated that their institutions were

"suburban or metropolitan."

Two respondents did not answer

this question.
Table 2 presents the data from items 5, 6, and 7 and
details the professional characteristics of survey
respondents.

Item 5 asked respondents how long they had

held their current positions.

Thirteen (6.9 %) stated that

they had been in their position less than one year.

The

largest group of respondents (72, 38.1 %) reported that they
had held their position for 1 to 5 years.

Forty-three

(22.8 %) indicated that they had been in their campus safety
director position for 6 to 10 years.

Approximately one-

third (61, 32.2 %) of the respondents indicated that they had
held their current positions for over 11 years.
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Table 2
Professional Characteristics (N=l89)
Demographic Information

Frequenc y

Percent

13
72
43
26
12
23

6. 9
38 . 1
22 . 8
13 . 8
6.3
12 . 2

Years as director at any institution(s)
{n=l88)
Less than 1 year
16
1 to 5 years
59
6 to 10 years
46
11 to 15 years
31
16 to 20 years
16
More than 20 years
20

8.5
31. 4
24 . 5
16 . 5
8.5
10.6

Years in law enforcement/campus security
(n=l89)
Less than 1 year
0
1 to 5 years
4
6 to 10 years
5
11 to 15 years
15
16 to 20 years
25
More than 20 years
140

0.0
2.1
2.6
7.9
13 . 2
7 4 .1

Years in current position (n=189)
Less than 1 year
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 15 years
16 to 20 years
More than 20 years

Note . Not all respondents completed every survey item .

Item 6 asked respondents how long they had held the
position of Director of Campus Safety at any institution .
The largest group of 59 (31 . 4%) respondents indicated that
they had held the position as campus safety director at any
institution between 1 to 5 years .

The next largest group

(46, 24 . 5 %) was in the 6 to 10 year category .
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Approximately

one-third (67 , 35.6%) of the respondents indicated that they
had over 11 years of experience as a campus safety director ,
and 20 (10.5 %) of those stated that they had more than 20
years of experience as a campus safety director .
A great majority of the 190 respondents (140 , 74 . 1%)
reported in Item 7 that they had been in law enforcement or
campus security for more than 20 years .

Twenty- five (13 . 2%)

stated that they had been in law enforcement and campus
security for 16 to 20 years .

Only 24 (12 . 7%) respondents

reported being in the field for less than 16 years .

Table 3
Personal Characteristics (N=l89)
Demographic Information

Frequency

Highest level of education {n=l88)
High School
Associate ' s degree
Bachelor ' s degree
Master ' s degree
Doctoral degree

Percent

8
14
76
83
7

4.3
7.4
40 . 4
44 . 1
3.7

Gender (n=l88)
Female
Male

17
171

91. 0

Age (n=l89)
Under 39
40 to 64
65 and over

25
163
1

9.0

13 . 2
86 . 2

Note . Not all respondents completed every survey item.
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Respondents were also asked for information relating to
their personal characteristics.

This information, related

to level of education, gender, and age, is displayed in
Table 3.

In reporting their level of education completed,

159 (84.5%) of the respondents stated that they had either a
bachelor's degree (76, 40.4%), or a master's degree (83,
44.1%).

Seven (3.7%) reported that they held a doctoral

degree.

Fourteen (7.4%) described themselves as having

achieved an associate's degree level of education, while
eight (4.3%)

stated that they were high school graduates.

Two respondents did not complete this portion of the survey.
Of those who responded, 171 (91%) campus safety
directors indicated that they were male, and 17 (9%)
indicated that they were female.

Two respondents did not

complete this portion of the survey.
Item 10 asked respondents to provide their age group.
Respondents indicated the largest group of 163 (86.2%) were
between 40 and 64 years of age.
reported that they were under 40.

Twenty-five (13.2%)
Only one (.5%) campus

safety director indicated being over 65 years of age.

Research Question 1
To what extent did the directors of campus safety
utilize the four frames?
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In Section 1, the Leader Behaviors Section, responses
were divided into four subgroups representing the four
frames: Items 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, 21, 25, and 29 (representing
the structural frame); Items 2, 6, 10, 14, 18, 22, 26, and
30 (representing the human resource frame); Items 3, 7, 11,
15, 19, 23, 27, and 31 (representing the symbolic frame);
and Items 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 28, and 32 (representing the
symbolic frame).

The Leader Behaviors Section utilized a

Likert-type scale of:
sometimes,

(1) never,

(2) occasionally,

(3)

(4) often, and (5) always.

Table 4 shows the mean response for each item in the
Leader Behaviors Section of the survey instrument.

Item 1

"think very clearly and logically" and Item 2 "high levels
of support and concern for others" both had the highest and
identical mean scores of 4.37 for items in this section.
Item 8 "am highly charismatic" had the lowest mean score of
3.29 in this section.
Mean scores for items in the structural and human
resource frames ranged from 3.69 to 4.37.

Mean scores in

the political and symbolic frames ranged from 3.29 to 4.09.
The human resource frame responses ranged from 2 to 5, while
all three of the other frames had a range of responses from
1 to 5.

Table 5 shows the mean scores for the total of all

items in the Leader Behaviors Section in each of the four
frames.

The human resource frame had the highest overall
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Table 4
Items by Frame: Leader Behaviors (N=l88)
Frame, Item Number, and Response

Mean

S . D.

Range

Structural Frame (n=188)
1. Think very clearly and logically
5. Emphasize planning and time lines
9. Logical analysis/careful thinking
13. Develop clear and logical policies
17. Approach problems with facts/logic
21. Set goals, hold people accountable
25. Extraordinary attention to detail
29. Clear structure/chain of command

4 . 37
4 . 01
4 . 19
4.07
4.33
3 . 92
3 . 69
4.07

.51
. 76
. 59
.71
. 61
. 84
. 85
. 88

3-5
2-5
3-5
1-5
2-5
1-5
1-5
1- 5

Human Resource Frame (n=185)
2. High levels of support/concern
6. Build trust through relationships
10. Show sensitivity/concern
14. Foster participation
18. Helpful/responsive to others
22. Listen well/receptive to input
26. Give recognition for good work
30. Am a highly participative manager

4.37
4 . 27
4 . 16
4.05
4.11
4.11
4 . 17
4 . 14

. 57
. 60
.69
.71
.70
. 63
. 73
.62

3-5
3-5
2-5
2-5
2- 5
2-5
2- 5
3- 5

Political Frame (n=188)
3. Mobilize people and resources
7. Skillful and shrewd negotiator
11. Unusually persuasive/influential
15. Deal with organizational conflicts
19. Get support from powerful people
23. Politically sensitive/skillful
27. Develop alliances
31. Succeed against opposition

4 . 09
3.60
3 . 81
3 . 84
3.82
3.91
4 . 06
4.04

.60
.80
. 63
.72
.66
. 76
. 67
.60

3-5
1-5
2-5
2-5
2-5
2-5
1-5
2-5

Symbolic Frame (n=l85)
4. Inspire others to do their best
8. Highly charismatic
12. Inspiration to others
16. Highly imaginative and creative
20. Communicate vision/mission
24 . Generate new opportunities
28. Generate loyalty and enthusiasm
32. Model of organizational values

4.06
3.29
3 . 65
3 . 66
3 . 90
3.77
3 . 96
3.96

. 70
. 91
. 67
. 77
. 67
.71
. 67
. 67

2-5
1-5
2-5
2- 5
2-5
1-5
2-5
2-5

Note. Not all respondents completed every survey item .
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mean of 4.21.

The structural frame was second highest with

a mean score of 4.10.

This indicates that in response to

answers in this section campus safety directors felt they
most often exhibited leader behaviors characteristic of the
human resource frame and the structural frame .

The leader

behavior characteristics of the political and symbolic
frames,

although utilized by the campus safety directors,

were used less frequently.

Table 5
Mean Scores by Frame: Leader Behaviors (N=l88)
Frame

n

Mean

Structural frame

188

4 . 10

Human Resource frame

185

4.21

Political frame

188

3 . 90

Symbolic frame

185

3 . 80

Note . Not all respondents completed every survey item . In
the Leadership Orientation /Selfl survey, the scale utilized
for responses in Section 1 was : ( 1) Never ,
(3) Sometimes, (4) Often, and (5) Always.

( 2) Occasionally,

The mean scores for each individual respondent within each
of the frames were also computed.

Table 6 shows the

frequency and percent of mean score groupings within each
frame per respondent.
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Table 6
Individual Mean Scores: Leader Behaviors (N=l88)
Leadership
Frame

Individual
Mean Score

Structural
(n=l88)

1-1.99
2-2.99
3-3.99
4-4.99
5

0
2
61
121
4

0.0
1.1
32.4
64.4
2.1

Human Resource
(n=l85)

1-1. 99
2-2.99
3-3.99
4-4.99
5

0
2
47
131
5

0.0
1. 6
24.9
70.8
2.7

Political
(n=l88)

1-1.99
2-2.99
3-3.99
4-4.99
5

0
2
94
89
3

0.0
1.1
50.0
48.4
1. 6

Symbolic
(n=l85)

1-1.99
2-2.99
3-3.99
4-4.99
5

0
10
100
72
3

0.0
5.4
54.1
38.9
1. 6

Frequency

Percent

Note, Not all respondents completed every survey item. In
the Leadership Orientation (Self} survey, the scale utilized
for responses in Section 1 was: ( 1) Never,
(3) Sometimes, (4) Often, and (5) Always.

( 2) Occasionally,

Table 6 shows that respondents' individual means for
the structural frame and human resource frame were much
higher than their individual means for the political and
symbolic frames.

Respondent mean scores for the Structural

frame were "always" or "often" in 66.5% of the cases.
the human resource frame, respondent mean scores were
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For

"always" or "often" in 73.5% of the cases.

For the

political frame, however, only 50 % of the respondents had
mean scores of "always" or "often," and only 40.5% of the
mean scores for the symbolic frame were "always" or "often"
scores.
Table 7 shows an analysis of frame use by respondents
whose mean scores were "often" or "always."

A mean score of

4.00 or above indicated that the campus safety director
utilized the frame "often" or "always."

Of 181 valid

responses to the Leader Behaviors Section of the survey, 26
(14.4 %) of the respondents' mean scores for each of the four
frames were less than 4.00, indicating that they did not
utilize any of the four frames "often" or "always."
Thirty-three (18.2%) of the campus safety directors had
mean scores above 4.00 in one of the frames, indicating that
they utilized one frame "often" or "always."

The human

resource frame was the most used in this group, with 19
(10.5 %) of the respondents indicating that they used this
frame.

The political frame was used by eight (4 . 4%); the

structural frame was used by five

(2.8%) ; and the symbolic

frame was used by only one (.6%) of the campus safety
directors who utilized a single leadership frame .
Application of two frames with means of "often" or
"always" by campus safety directors was reported in 38
(21.0 %) cases .

By far, the most utilized combination of two
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Table 7
Frame Usage: Leader Behaviors (N=l81)
Frame Use (Mean above 4.00)

n

Percent

No frame

26

14.4

One frame
Structural
Human Resource
Political
Symbolic

33
5
19
8
1

18.2
2.8
10.5
4. 4
0.6

Two frames
Structural/Human Resource
Structural/Political
Structural/Symbolic
Human Resource/Political
Human Resource/Symbolic
Political/Symbolic

38
25
4
1
5
2
1

21. 0
13.8
2.2
0.6
2.8
1.1
0.6

Three frames
Structural/Human Resource/Political
Structural/Human Resource/Symbolic
Structural/Political/Symbolic
Human Resource/Political/Symbolic

33
20
10
3
0

18.2
11.1
5.5
1. 7
0.0

Four frames

51

28.1

Note,

Not all respondents completed every survey item. In
the Leadership Orientation (Self) survey, the scale utilized
for responses in Section 1 was: ( 1) Never, ( 2) Occasionally,
(3) Sometimes, (4) Often, and (5) Always.

frames was the structural and human resource frames with 25
(13.8 %) of the respondents falling into this category.

The

other combinations of two frames were much less utilized:
four

(2.2%) indicated a combination of the structural and

political frames; one (.6%) reported a combination of the
structural and symbolic frames; five
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(2.8%) indicated a

combination of the human resource and political frames; two
(1.1%)

indicated both the human resource and symbolic

frames; and one (.6%)

reported a combination of the

political and symbolic frames.
Campus safety directors had mean scores indicating that
they utilized three frames in 33 (18.2%) cases.

The highest

utilization of three frames combined the structural, human
resource, and political frames in 20 (11.1%) of the cases.
Ten (5.5%) of the campus safety directors had mean scores
showing utilization of the structural, human resource, and
symbolic frames.

Three (1.7%) utilized the structural,

political, and symbolic frames.

None reported a combined

utilization of the human resource, political, and symbolic
frames "often" or "always."

Utilization of all four of the

leadership frames "often" or "always" was indicated by 51
(28.1%) of the campus safety directors.
Section 2 of the Leadership Orientation (Self\ survey
required respondents to rank-order four descriptors for each
item and was used to describe respondents' leadership
styles.

For each response, item "a" represented the

structural frame, "b" represented the human resource frame,
"c" represented the political frame, "d" represented the
symbolic frame.

Respondents were asked to rank order the

four responses indicating the item that best described them
as "4" and indicating the item that was least descriptive of
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their leadership style as "l."

A mean score for each item

in the Leadership Style Section was tabulated.

Responses

for the six items relating to leadership style are displayed
in Table 8.

Response choices are grouped by item number (1

through 6) and by frame

(a through d).

Item 1 asked respondents to rank-order their strongest
skills.

Responses to this item were "analytical skills"

(structural frame), "interpersonal skills" (human resource
frame), "political skills" (political frame), and "ability
to excite and motivate" (symbolic frame).

The response

"interpersonal skills" had the highest mean score (3.41) of
all the questions in the Leadership Styles Section.

In

response to "what has helped me the most to be successful"
(Item 3) the reply "make good decisions" (structural frame)
also rated very high with a mean score of 3.29.
Item 5 asked respondents to rank-order their "most
important leadership trait."

"Toughness and aggressiveness"

was response "c" and the political frame response for that
item, and had the lowest mean score (1.67) of all the items
in the Leadership Styles Section.

"Charisma," the symbolic

frame response to "what people are likely to notice most
about me" (Item 4) also ranked very low with a mean score of
1. 8 6.
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Table 8
Items by Frame: Leadership Styles (N=l65)
Frame, Item Number, and Response

Mean

S . D.

Structural (n=l64)
la.
Analytical skills
2a.
Technical expert
3a.
Make good decisions
4a.
Attention to detail
5a.
Clear, logical thinking
6a.
An analyst

2 . 58
2 . 09
3 . 29
2 . 36
3.22
2 . 39

1.09
1.16
. 94
1.10
.89
1.15

Human Resource (n=l65)
lb.
Interpersonal Skills
2b.
Good listener
3b.
Coach and develop people
4b.
Concern for people
5b.
Caring and support for others
6b.
A humanist

3 . 41
3 . 06
2 . 69
3.09
3 . 00
3 . 13

. 87
. 87
. 91
.93
. 96
1. 01

2 . 03
2.53

1. 02
1.11

Political (n=l63)
le.
Political skills
2c.
Skilled negotiator
3c.
Build strong alliances
and a power base
4c.
Ability to succeed, in face
of conflict and opposition
5c.
Toughness and aggressiveness
6c.
A politician

2 . 22

1.13

2.81
1. 68
2 . 08

. 99
. 97
1.09

Symbolic (n=l64)
ld .
Ability to excite and motivate
2d.
Inspirational leader
3d .
Energize and inspire others
4d.
Charisma
5d.
Imagination and creativity
6d.
A visionary

2 . 08
2 . 45
1. 91
1. 86
2.20
2 . 51

. 94
1.14
1.01
1.09
.95
1.00

Note.

Not all respondents completed every survey item.
In
the Leadership Orientation (Self) survey , the scale utilized
for responses in Section 1 was : ( 1) Never , ( 2) Occasionally ,
(3) Sometimes, (4) Often, and (5) Always .
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Table 9 shows the mean scores by frame of the rank order responses as to leadership styles.

The human resource

frame was used the most frequently by the respondents (mean
of 3 . 03), followed by the structural frame
the political frame

(mean of 2 . 63),

(mean of 2.22), and the symbolic frame

(mean of 2.14).

Table 9
Mean Scores by Frame: Leadership Styles (N=165)
Frame

n

Mean

Structural frame

164

2 . 63

Human Resource frame

165

3.03

Political frame

163

2.22

Symbolic frame

164

2.14

Note .

Not all respondents completed every survey item.

Table 10 presents frequency and percent of individual
mean scores for the four frames for leadership styles .
the structural frame, 25

In

(15.2%) of the campus safety

director responses had a mean score from 1-1 . 99 (least like
them).

Eighty-two (50%) of the respondents had a mean score

of 2-2.99, while 48
3-3 . 99.

(29.3%) of the respondents scores were

Nine (5.5%) of the respondents had mean scores of

4.00 in this frame,

indicating that they felt that this
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frame's descriptors were the best descriptor of their
leadership style.

Table 10
Individual Mean Scores by Frame : Leadership Styles (N=l65)
Leadership
Frame

Individual
Mean Score

Frequency

Percent

Structural
(n=l64)

1-1.99
2-2.99
3-3.99
4

25
82
48
9

15.2
50.0
29 . 3
5.5

Human Resource
(n=165)

1-1.99
2-2.99
3-3.99
4

10
51
97
7

6.1
30 . 9
58.8
4.2

Political
(n=163)

1-1. 99
2-2.99
3-3.99
4

61
75
27
0

37 . 4
46.0
16.6
0.0

Symbolic
(n=l64)

1-1.99
2-2.99
3-3.99
4

64
82
17
1

39.0
50 . 0
10.4
0.6

Note.

Not all respondents completed every survey item .

The human resource frame had the highest reported mean
scores from any of the four leadership frames in the
Leadership Styles Section .

A majority of respondents (104,

63 %) had mean scores above 3 . 00, indicating that the
descriptors utilized for this frame were the best
descriptors of them (a "4" rating), or the next best
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descriptors

(a "3" rating).

Seven (4.2%) of the respondents

had mean scores of 4.00 indicating that this frame's
descriptors were the best for their leadership style.
Approximately one-third (61, 37%) of the respondents had
mean scores from 1-2.99 indicating that the human resource
frame descriptors were the least like them (a "l" rating),
or almost the least like them (a "2" rating).
For the political frame, none of the respondents had a
mean score of 4.00, and only 27
3-3.99.

(16.6%) had a mean score of

A large majority (136, 83.4%) of the campus safety

directors mean scores for this frame were below 2.99,
indicating that the political frame descriptors were the
least like them (a "l" rating), or almost the least like
them (a "2" rating).
The symbolic frame had one (.6%) respondent with a mean
score of 4.00, indicating that this frame's descriptors were
the most like the respondent.

However, only 17 (10.4%) of

the campus safety directors had a mean score of 3-3.99 in
this frame.

A large majority (146, 89%) of the respondents

mean scores for this frame were also below 2.99, indicating
that the symbolic frame descriptors were the least like them
(a "l" rating), or almost the least like them (a "2"
rating).

83

Research Ouestion 2
Was there a significant difference between frame
usage and selected personal, professional or
institutional variables?
A scale was developed for each of the four frames using
a summation of each individual's response to each item on
the survey instrument associated with that frame in the
Leader Behaviors Section (Section 1) and the Leadership
Styles Section (Section 2).

This produced a mean scale

score for each of the four frames.

A two-way ANOVA was

conducted to determine if a significant difference existed
for frame usage and each of the selected variables.
Resulting interactions were also reported, and post-hoc
comparisons completed where ANOVA tests showed that a
relationship may exist.
Table 11 illustrates the combined mean scale score for
frame usage in the Leader Behaviors and Leadership Styles
Sections of the survey instrument by education level.

The

mean scale score was tabulated by a summation of each item
relating to each frame, which then produced a mean score for
each frame.

For every level of education, the human

resource frame had the highest mean scale score.

In all

cases except for the doctoral and associate's degree levels,
the lowest mean scale score was in the symbolic frame.

At

those levels, the political frame had the lowest mean scale
score.
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Table 11
Mean Scale Scores of Frames by Education Level

Education
High School
Associate
Bachelor
Master
Doctorate
Total

Note .

n
8
14
76
83
7
188

(N=188)

Human
Structural Resource Political Symbolic
3.60
3 . 50
3 . 50
3.40
3 . 46
3. 4 6

3 . 66
3 . 74
3 . 67
3 . 69
3 . 69
3 . 69

3 . 22
3.19
3 . 15
3 . 21
3 . 18
3 . 18

3 . 05
3 . 30
3 . 04
3 . 06
3 . 08
3 . 08

Not all respondents completed every survey item.

Table 12
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for
Mean Scale Scores of Frames by Education Level (N=l62)
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

. 519
34 . 520

4
156

Human Resource {n=l62)
.255
Between
25 . 552
Within
Political{n=l61)
Between
Within
Symbolic (n=160)
Between
Within

Frame
Structural (n=161)
Between
Within

F

Sig .

.130
. 221

. 586

. 673

4
157

. 064
. 163

. 392

. 814

.140
29.428

4
156

.035
.189

. 185

. 946

.909
33.069

4
155

. 227
. 213

1.065

. 376

Note . df=degrees of freedom , N=sample size .
respondents completed every survey item .
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Not all

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to
determine if a significant difference existed for frame use
based on the level of education of respondents .

A review of

the one-way ANOVA (Table 12) showed that there was no
statistically significant difference at the p< . 05 level
between frame usage and education level.
Table 13 reports the combined mean score for frame
usage in the Leader Behaviors and Leadership Styles Sections
of the survey instrument by the reported number of years
that campus safety directors have been in their current
position.

In every level of experience, the human resource

frame had the highest mean score.

For those with "6 to 10

years" of experience, "11 to 15 years" of experience, and
"more than 20 years" of ~xperience, the lowest mean score
was in the symbolic frame.

For those with "less than 1

year" of experience, "l to 5 years" of experience, and "16
to 20 years" of experience , the political frame had the
lowest mean score.
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to
determine if there was a statistically significant
difference for frame use by the number of years that the
campus safety director has been in his/her current position .
A review of the one-way ANOVA (Table 14) showed a
significance level of .04 at p<.05 between length of time in
the current position with the political frame .
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ANOVA tests

Table 13
Mean Frame Scale Scores by Years in Current Position (N=l89)
Education
< 1 yr .
1 to 5 yrs.
6 to 10 yrs.
11 to 15 yrs .
16 to 20 yrs .
Over 20 yrs .
Total

Note ,

n
13
72
43
26
12
23
189

Human
Structural Resource Political Symbolic
3 . 61
3 . 46
3 . 48
3.39
3.41
3.45
3 . 46

3 . 91
3.71
3 . 55
3 . 73
3.84
3.67
3 . 69

2 . 82
3 . 17
3 . 25
3 . 35
3.16
3 . 10
3 . 18

2.91
3 . 19
3 . 00
3 . 05
3 . 18
2.97
3 . 08

Not all respondents completed every survey item .

Table 14
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Mean Scale Scores of Frames
by Years in Current Position (N=162)

df

Mean
Square

.351
34 . 688

5
155

. 070
.224

.314

.904

Human Resource (n=l62)
1 . 547
Between
Within
24 . 260

5
156

.309
.156

1. 990

.083

Political(n=161)
Between
Within

2.104
27.464

5
155

.421
. 177

2 . 375

. 041*

1. 569

5
154

.314
.210

1. 4 91

. 196

Frame
Structural (n=161)
Between
Within

Symbolic (n=160)
Between
Within

Sum of
Squares

32.409

Note. df=degrees of freedom, N=sample size .

F

Sig .

Not all
respondents completed every survey item .
* indicates statistical significance at the p<.05 level .
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for other frame usage by length of time in current position
showed no statistically significant differences at the p<.05
level.
Several Post-Hoc tests were conducted to examine the
significance reported by the ANOVA test between length of
time in current position and the political frame.
Bonferroni, LSD, and Scheffe tests were conducted as
multiple comparison procedures.

The Scheffe test showed no

significance (.681 for alpha= .05) between the two
variables.

The LSD test showed a significance of .08

between the "less than 1 year" and the "11 to 15 years"
experience level which was not statistically significant at
the .05 level.
The Bonferroni test, however, reported a significant
difference (.027) between the "less than 1 year" and the "11
to 15 years" mean scores.

Table 27 in Appendix F displays

the results of the Bonferroni test.

This shows that the

length of time that campus safety directors had spent in
their current positions may have some relationship with
their use of the political frame.

Campus safety directors

with "11 to 15 years" of experience had significantly higher
mean scores in this frame than did those with "less than 1
year" of experience.
Table 15 reports the combined mean score for frame usage
in the Leader Behaviors and Leadership Styles Sections of
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Table 15
Mean Scale Scores of Frames by Years as Campus Safety
Director at any Institution (N=l88)

Education
< 1 yr .
1 to 5 yrs.
6 to 10 yrs.
11 to 15 yrs .
16 to 20 yrs .
Over 20 yrs.
Total

n
16
59
46
31
16
20
188

Human
Structural Resource Political Symbolic
3 . 61
3 . 45
3 . 51
3 . 33
3 . 45
3 . 48
3 . 46

3 . 88
3.69
3 . 55
3 . 82
3 . 80
3 . 59
3 . 69

3 . 00
3 . 14
3 . 27
3.29
3 . 14
3 . 16
3.18

2 . 96
3 . 16
3 . 02
3 . 15
3 . 07
2 . 98
3 . 08

NQte , Not all respondents completed every survey item .

Table 16
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Mean Scale Scores of Frames
by Years as Campus Safety Director at Any Institution
(N=l62)

Frame
Structural (n=161)
Between
Within

Sum of
Squares

df

.836
34.203

155

Human Resource (n=l62)
Between
2.061
Within
23.746

156

Political(n=l61)
Between
Within

1 . 118
28 . 450

155

Symbolic (n=l 60)
Between
Within

.903
33 . 075

5

5

5

5

154

Mean
Square

F

Sig .
. 581

. 167
. 221

. 758

. 412
. 152

2 . 709

. 022*

. 224
. 184

1. 218

. 303

. 181
. 215

.841

. 523

NQte , df=degrees of freedom, N=sample size .

Not all
respondents completed every survey item.
* indicates statistical significance at the p<.05 level .
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the survey instrument by the number of years as campus
safety director at any institution.

In every level for

years spent as campus safety director at any institution ,
the human resource frame has the highest mean score.

For

·
all levels' except "1 to 5 years " o f experience
at any
institution, the lowest mean score was in the symbolic
frame.

For those with "l to 5 years" of experience the

political frame has the lowest mean score.
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to
determine if there was a statistically significant
difference for trame use by the number of years experience
as campus safety director at any institution (Table 16) .

A

review of the one-way ANOVA showed a significance level of
.022 at the p<.05 level between number of years as campus
safety director at any institution with the human resource
frame.

ANOVA tests for other frame usage by experience as

campus safety director at other institutions showed no
statistically significant differences at the p<.05 level.
Post-Hoc tests were conducted to examine the
significance reported by the ANOVA test between experience
as campus safety director at any institution and the
political frame.

Bonferroni, LSD, Scheffe, and Tukey HSD

tests were conducted as multiple comparison procedures .

The

Scheffe test showed no significance ( . 183 for alpha= .05)
between the two variables .

The Bonferroni test reported no
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significance between the two variables.

Tukey HSD showed a

significance level of .073 between the "less than 1 year"
and the "6 to 10 years" experience levels which was not
significant at the .05 level.

Tukey HSD also reported a

significance level of .063 between the "6 to 10 years" and
the "11 to 15 year" experience levels which also was not
significant at the .05 level.
The LSD, however, showed a significance level of .007
between the "less than 1 year" and the "6 to 10 years"
experience level means which was statistically significant
at the .05 level.
level of:

The LSD also reported a significance

.045 between the "less than 1 year" and "more than

20 years" experience levels;

.006 between the "6 to 10

years" and the "11 to 15 years" experience levels; and .035
between the "6 to 10 years" and "16 to 20 years" experience
levels.

These were all significant at the p<.05 level.

Table 28 in Appendix F summarizes the LSD multiple
comparison test.
This shows that experience as a campus safety director
at any institution may have some relationship with the
director's use of the human resource frame.

Campus Safety

Directors with "less than 1 year," "11 to 15 years," or "16
to 20 years" of experience scored significantly higher in
the human resource frame than those with "6 to 10 years" of
experience.

Campus safety directors with "less than 1 year"
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Table 17
Mean Scale Scores of Frames by
Years of Experience in Law Enforcement/Campus Safety (N=189)
Education
< 16 yrs.
16 to 20 yrs.
Over 20 yrs.
Total

n
24
25
140
189

Human
Structural Resource Political Symbolic
3 . 61
3 . 45
3 . 44
3 . 46

3.68
3 . 68
3 . 69
3 . 69

3 . 10
3 . 21
3 . 19
3.18

3 . 19
2 . 98
3 . 08
3 . 08

NQte. Not all respondents completed every survey item.

Table 18
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Mean Scale Scores of Frames
by Years of Experience in Law Enforcement/Campus Security
(N=162)
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

Structural (N=l 61)
Between
Within

.521
34.518

2
158

Human Resource
Between
Within

. 011
25 . 796

Political(N=l61)
Between
Within
Symbolic (N=l60)
Between
Within

Frame

F

Sig .

. 261
. 218

1.193

. 306

2
159

. 005
. 162

. 035

.966

. 170
29.398

2
158

. 085
. 186

. 456

. 634

. 498
33 . 480

2
157

. 249
.213

1.168

. 314

(N=l62)

Note . df=degrees of freedom , N=sample size .
respondents completed every survey item .
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Not all

experience also scored significantly higher in the human
resource frame than did their counterparts with "more than
20 years" of experience.
Table 17 displays the mean scale scores of respondents
by number of years they have spent in the law
enforcement/campus security career field.

None of the

campus safety directors had "less than 1 year" in the
profession.

Four had "1 to 5 years" of experience, five had

"6 to 10 years" of experience, and 15 had "11 to 15 years"
of experience.

Twenty five indicated that they had "16 to

20 years" of experience, and 140 respondents had indicated
that they had "more than 20 years" of experience.

In order

to properly compare these categories, the first four
categories were combined into one category of "less than 16
years" experience.

Twenty four of the respondents fell into

this new category.
For every level of experience, the human resource frame
had the highest mean score.

For the levels of "16 to 20

years" and "more than 20 years" the lowest mean score was in
the symbolic frame.

For those with "less than 16 years" of

experience, the political frame had the lowest mean score.
An ANOVA was performed to determine if a significant
difference existed for frame use based on the years of law
enforcement/campus safety experience of the respondent.
review of the one-way ANOVA showed that there was no
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A

Table 19
Mean Scale Scores of Frames by Size of Institution (N=l90)
Education

< 5,000
5,000 to 14,999
15,000 to 24,999
25,000 to 34,999
Over 35,000
Total

n
22
100
34
24
10
190

Human
Structural Resource Political Symbolic
3 . 29
3.53
3.45
3.41
3 . 38
3.46

3 . 66
3 . 68
3 . 73
3 . 69
3.79
3.69

3.02
3 . 18
3 . 20
3 . 37
3.14
3.18

2 . 94
3 . 06
3 . 25
2 . 97
3 . 15
3 . 08

NQte , Not all respondents completed every survey item.

Table 20
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Mean Scale Scores of Frames
by Size of Institution (N=163)

Frame
Structural (n=l62)
Between
Within

Sum of
Squares

df

1.188
34 . 069

157

4

Human Resource (n=163)
Between
Within

. 196
25 . 705

158

Political(n=l62)
Between
Within

1. 280
28 . 318

157

Symbolic (n=l61)
Between
Within

1.625
32.612

156

4

4

4

Mean
Square

94

Sig .

. 297
. 217

1.369

.247

. 049
.163

. 300

. 877

. 320
.180

1 . 774

. 137

. 406
. 209

1. 944

. 106

NQte , df=degrees of freedom , N=sample size .
respondents completed every survey item .

F

Not all

statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level
between frame usage and experience level.

This ANOVA is

displayed in Table 18.
Table 19 reports the mean scale score for frame usage
in the Leader Behaviors and Leadership Styles Sections of
the survey instrument by the size of the institution.

In

every level of institution size, the human resource frame
had the highest mean score.

For all levels except the

largest schools with over 35,000 FTE enrollment, the lowest
mean score was in the symbolic frame.

For the largest

schools the political frame had the lowest mean score.
To determine if a statistically significant difference
existed for frame use based on the years of law
enforcement/campus safety experience of the respondent, an
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted (Table 20).

A

review of the one-way ANOVA showed that there was no
statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level
between frame usage and experience level.
The combined mean scores for frame usage in the Leader
Behaviors and Leadership Styles Sections of the survey
instrument by the number of officers employed by the
department are exhibited in Table 21.

For all levels of

number of officers employed, the human resource frame had
the highest mean score, with a range of mean scale scores
from 3.65 to 3.74.

The structural frame had a range of mean
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Table 21
Mean Scale Scores of Frames by Number of Officers Employed
by the Department (N=l90)

n

Education
less than 15
15 to 29
30 to 50
Over 50
Total

Note ,

54
71
35
30
190

Human
Structural Resource Political Symbolic
3 . 47
3 . 50
3 . 35
3 . 49
3 . 46

3 . 71
3 . 68
3 . 74
3 . 65
3 . 69

3.06
3 . 24
3 . 21
3 . 23
3.18

2 . 98
3 . 16
2 . 97
3 . 15
3 . 08

Not all respondents completed every survey item .

Table 22
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Mean Scale Scores of Frames
by Number of Officers Employed in the Department (N=163)
Sum of
Squares

df

Structural (n=l62)
Between
Within

. 421
34.837

158

Human Resource
Between
Within

. 143
24.260

156

Frame

Mean
Square

3

F

Sig .

. 140
.220

. 636

. 593

.048
. 156

. 295

. 829

. 331
. 181

1. 829

. 144

. 447
. 210

2.132

. 098

(n=l63)

Political(n=162)
Between
Within
Symbolic (n=l61)
Between
Within

3

.994
28 . 604

3

158

1. 340

3

32 . 897

157

Note , df=degrees of freedom , N=sample size .
respondents completed every survey item .
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Not all

scale scores from 3.35 to 3.50.

The political frame had a

range of mean scale scores from 3.06 to 3.24.

For all

levels of numbers of officers employed, the lowest mean
scale score was in the symbolic frame.

The symbolic frame

had a range of mean scores of 2.97 to 3.16.
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to
determine if a significant difference existed for frame use
based on the reported number of sworn officers in the
respondent's department (Table 22).

A review of the one-way

ANOVA showed that there was no statistically significant
difference at the p<.05 level between frame usage and the
number of officers employed by the department.
Table 23 displays the mean scale scores for frame usage
in the Leader Behavior and Leadership Styles Sections of the
survey instrument by the type of institution.

In every type

of institution (urban, rural, or suburban/metropolitan) the
human resource frame had the highest mean scale scores with
a range of 3.60 to 3.77.

The structural frame had a range

of mean scale scores from 3.36 to 3.55, and the political
frame had a range of mean scale scores from 3.16 to 3.20.
The lowest mean scale score was in the symbolic frame for
all institution types and had a range from 3.03 to 3.10.
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to
determine if there was a statistically significant
difference for frame use by the reported type of
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Table 23
Mean Scale Scores of Frames by Type of Institution (N=188)
Human
Structural Resource Political Symbolic

Education

n

Urban
Rural
Suburban or
Metropolitan
Total

85
48

3 . 55
3 . 36

3 . 77
3 . 65

3 . 20
3.16

3 . 10
3 . 03

55
188

3 . 43
3.46

3 . 60
3.69

3 . 20
3.18

3.10
3 . 08

Note ,

Not all respondents completed every survey item .

Table 24
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Mean Scale Scores of Frames
by Type of Institution (N=l61)
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

. 978
34.176

2
158

Human Resource (n=l61)
.819
Between
24.673
Within
Political(n=l60)
Between
Within
Symbolic (n=l59)
Between
Within

F

Sig .

.489
. 216

2.261

.108

2
158

.410
.156

2 . 623

. 076

.051
28.636

2
157

. 025
.182

. 140

.870

. 145
34.036

2
156

. 073
. 218

. 333

. 717

Note . df=degrees of freedom , N=sample size .

Not all

Frame
Structural (n=161)
Between
Within

respondents completed every survey item .
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institution.

A review of the one-way ANOVA showed that

there was no statistically significant difference at the
p < .05 level between frame usage and whether the institution
was urban, rural, or suburban/metropolitan.

The results of

this ANOVA are shown in Table 24 .

Research ouestion 3
Was leadership effectiveness rated higher than
managerial effectiveness by the directors of campus
safety?
Section 3 of the Leadership Orientations {Se1fl survey
by Bolman and Deal (1991b) asked respondents to rate their
overall effectiveness as a manager and as a leader .

Table

25 displays individual ratings of respondents (frequencies
and percents) as to their leadership and management
effectiveness.

Table 25
Individual Scores: Effectiveness as Manager and as Leader
(N=l90)
Self-Rating

Frequency

Percent

Manager:

Middle 20 %
Mid-Upper 20 %
Top 20 %

20
67
103

10 . 5
35 . 3
54.2

Leader:

Middle 20 %
Mid-Upper 20 %
Top 20 %

20
74
96

10 . 5
39 . 0
50 . 5
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More respondents rated themselves in the top 20% for
management

(103, 54.2%) than leadership (96, 50.5%).

seven (35.3%)

Sixty-

respondents rated themselves in the mid-upper

20% as managers, and 74
upper 20% as leaders.

(39.0%) rated themselves in the midHowever, 20 (10.5%) individuals rated

themselves in the middle 20% as both managers and leaders.
None of the respondents reported that they would rate
themselves in the bottom 20% or bottom 40% either as a
manager or as a leader.

Table 26
Mean Scores: Effectiveness as Manager and as Leader (N=190)
Effectiveness as:

Mean

S.D.

Variance

Range

Sum

Leader

(n=l90)

4.44

.68

.46

2.00

843

Manager

(n=l90)

4.40

.67

.45

2.00

836

Note. The selection of choices on Section 3 (overall
effectiveness) of the survey instrument was (1) Bottom 20%,
(2), (3) Middle 20%, (4), and (5) Top 20%.

Table 26 presents descriptive statistics for the sample
for how respondents rated themselves as leaders and as
managers.

Overall effectiveness as a leader had a mean

. h wou ld f a 11 between the scores of "5"
score o f 4 . 44 , wh ic
for the top 20% and "4" for the mid-upper 20%.
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The mean

score for overall effectiveness as a manager was 4.40, just
below the mean score for effectiveness as a leader.

Summary
An analysis of the data obtained by utilization of the
Bolman and Deal (1990a) Leadership Orientation (Self) survey
mailed to 343 Directors of Campus Safety in July of 1998 has
been presented in this chapter.

A profile of respondents

using personal, professional, and institutional
characteristics has been developed and the data analysis
presented for the research questions.
A summary and discussion of these findings are
presented in the following chapter along with conclusions,
implications for practice, and recommendations for future
research.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Statement of the Problem
This study sought to:

(1) develop a profile of 343

campus safety directors at public four-year institutions who
were identified as members of the International Association
of Campus Law Enforcement Administrators;

(2) determine

leadership orientations of the identified population;

(3)

determine to what extent the directors' leadership
orientations differed based in selected demographic
variables.

Methodology
Population and Data Collection
The population of this study was comprised of the 343
directors of campus safety identified at American four-year
public institutions listed in the 1997-1998 Membership
Directory of the International Association of Campus Law
Enforcement Administrators (IACLEA).

An institution was

determined to be a public four-year institution based on
data found in the most recent edition of the Directory of
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Postsecondary Institutions compiled by the National Center
for Education Statistics of the United States Department of
Education (1995).

Data were collected through the use of an

existing survey instrument designed by Bolman and Deal
(1990a).
The survey instrument was mailed to the 343 campus
safety directors in June, 1998.

A follow-up letter

(Appendix C) and a second survey instrument mailed to nonrespondents in July, 1998 yielded a return of 190 survey
instruments, or 55.4% of the population.

Instrumentation
The survey instrument, Leadership Orientation /Self},
was designed by Bolman and Deal (1990a) to measure the
utilization of the four leadership orientation frames: the
structural frame, the human resource frame, the political
frame, and the symbolic frame.

Additional items which

requested information on personal, professional, and
institutional characteristics were also formulated and
included in the survey instrument (see Appendix A).
instrument was divided into four sections:
behaviors;

(2) leadership style;

demographics.

The

(1) leader

(3) overall rating; and (4)

The authors granted permission for the use

and revision of the Leadership Orientatjons /Self} survey
(Appendix D) .
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The Bolman and Deal (1990a) Leadership Orientations

(Self} survey is now in its third iteration and internal
reliability has shown to be statistically very high.
"Chronbach's alpha for the frame measures range between .91
and .93"

(Bolman

&

Deal, 1991b, p. 518).

Chronbach's alpha

was also performed on the data collected for the present
study to determine internal reliability for each of the four
leadership frames.

Chronbach's alpha internal reliability

coefficients for this study in the Leader Behaviors Section
were strong: the highest was the symbolic frame (.84),
followed by the structural frame (.82), human resource frame
(.82), and the political frame

(.80).

These scores

corroborate the internal reliability reported by Bolman and
Deal (1991b).
In Section 1 (Leader Behaviors Section) a Likert type
scale was utilized to assess each item's relationship to the
respondents' leader behaviors.

In Section 2 (Leadership

Style Section) a rank order scale was utilized for
respondents to describe their leadership styles.

Section 3

(Overall Rating Section) consisted of two questions in which
the respondents were asked to rate themselves overall as a
manager and as a leader.

Section 4 (Demographics Section)

consisted of 10 questions designed to elicit personal,
professional and institutional information about the
respondent.
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summary and Discussion of the Findings
The summary and discussion of the findings for the data
collected in response to the Research Questions for this
study are as follows:

Research Question 1
To what extent did the directors of campus safety
utilize the four frames?
Frequencies and percents of response choices were
analyzed from questions contained in Section 1 (Leader
Behaviors) and Section 2 (Leadership Style) in response to
Research Question 1.

In the Leader Behaviors Section,

respondents indicated using the human resource frame (mean
score of 4.21) and the structural frame (mean score of 4.10)
with the most frequency, or "often" to "always" based on
participant responses.

The political frame (mean score of

3.90), and the symbolic frame

(mean score of 3.80) were used

with less frequency, or "sometimes" to "often" based on
participant responses.
In the Leadership Styles Section, the human resource
frame

(mean score of 3.03) was indicated to be the most like

the respondents' leadership styles, followed by the
structural frame

(mean score of 2.63).

The political frame

(mean score of 2.22), and the symbolic frame (mean score of
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2.14) were indicated to be least like the respondents'
leadership styles.
Although the numerical scores in the Leadership Style
Section were lower (due to the forced rank-order questions
and the fact that there were only four choices, not five as
in the Leader Behaviors Section) the results were, in
reality, the same: respondents indicated utilizing the human
resource frame the most frequently, followed by the
structural frame, the political frame, and the symbolic
frame.
According to Bolman and Deal (1991b), "the most typical
pattern, found in .

. American samples, is to have scores

on the structural and human resource frames that are
somewhat higher than those on the political and symbolic
dimensions"

(p. 522).

The findings of the present study

were, therefore, consistent with Bolman and Deal's previous
research on other American populations.

This study also

showed that the human resource frame was utilized most
often, and the symbolic frame the least, reinforcing
previous studies on other American populations (Bolman &
Deal, 1991b; Harlow, 1994; Rivers, 1996; and Strickland,
1992).
Although 97

(53.5%) of the respondents utilized two or

less frames, 33 (18.2 %) of the respondents indicated use of
three frames, and 51 (28.1%) responded in such a way as to
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indicate use of all four of the Bolman and Deal frames.
According to Bolman and Deal (1991b), respondents who
indicate the highest utilization of the structural,
political, and human resource frames would be the most
effective higher education administration managers.

The

combination of these three frames "often" or "always" was
reported by 20

(11.1%) of the respondents.

According to research by Bolman and Deal (1991b),
respondents who utilized all four frames

(symbolic,

political, human resource, and structural) would be the most
effective higher education administration leaders.
Utilization of all four of the leadership frames "often" or
"always" was reported by 51 (28.1%) of the campus safety
directors.

Research Question 2
Was there a significant difference between frame
usage and selected personal, professional, and
institutional variables?
The Demographic Section (Section 4) of the survey
instrument collected personal, professional, and
institutional data that were utilized to develop a profile
of the population of campus safety directors.

A mean scale

score was then developed from the Leader Behaviors Section
(Section 1) and the Leadership Styles Section (Section 2)
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for comparison with selected personal, professional, and
institutional characteristics.
A vast majority of the respondents (166, 88.2%)
reported that they held at least a bachelor's degree, were
male (171, 91%), and were between 40 and 64 years of age
(163, 86.2%).
Almost half of the respondents (85, 45.0%) reported
that they were new in their current position, and had been
there for less than five years.

Approximately one third

(61, 32.2%) of the respondents indicated that they had held
their current positions for over 11 years.

Seventy-five

(39.9%) of the respondents indicated that they were new to
the role as well as the position, and had spent less than
five years as a campus safety director at any institution.
However, nearly half (87, 46.1%) of the respondents
indicated that they had held the position of campus safety
director at any institution for at least 11 years.
(12.7%)

Only 24

respondents reported being in the campus safety/law

enforcement profession for less than 16 years.
A large majority of respondents were from institutions
with a full time equivalent (FTE) enrollment under 14,999
students (122, 64.2%).

Subsequently, 125 (65.8%) of the

respondents indicated that their department had fewer than
29 officers employed.

Almost all of the respondents (181,

95.3%) reported that their institution utilized sworn
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officers.

Nearly half of the respondents (85, 45.2%)

described their institutions as "urban."
Combined mean scale scores from Section 1 (Leader
Behaviors) and Section 2 (Leadership Styles) for each of the
four frames were computed for each respondent, and compared
with demographic variables.

Demographic variables of

education level, years in current position, years as campus
safety director at any institution, years in law
enforcement/campus security, institution size, number of
officers employed by the department, and the type of
institution were analyzed with frame usage using analysis of
variance (ANOVA) calculations.
The length of time that campus safety directors had
held their current position was found to have a
statistically significant relationship with their use of the
political frame.

Utilizing the Bonferroni test, a

significant difference between the "less than 1 year" and
the "11 to 15 years" mean scores was found, indicating that
campus safety directors with more experience may utilize the
political frame more often that their counterparts with
"less than 1 year" of experience.

Those with "11 to 15

years" of experience were, therefore, more likely to
participate in "bargaining, negotiation, advocacy, building
alliances, and networking with other key players" (Bolman &
Deal, 1991b, p. 515) than were their counterparts with "less
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than 1 year" of experience.

This may show that campus

safety directors with "less than 1 year" of experience may
not yet have obtained the resources, allies, and political
clout in their current position to feel comfortable enough
to utilize this frame to the same extent as their
counterparts with "11 to 15 years" of experience.

Other

Post-Hoc multiple comparison procedures did not duplicate
the findings of the Bonferroni test.
Experience as a campus safety director at any
institution was found to have a statistically significant
relationship with the director's use of the human resource
frame.

Post-Hoc LSD showed a significant difference between

the means of those with different levels of experience as
campus safety director at any institution; however, the
significant differences were not logically ordered.

Other

Post-Hoc multiple comparison procedures did not duplicate
the findings of the LSD test.
Campus Safety Directors with "less than 1 year," "11 to
15 years," or "16 to 20 years" of experience scored
significantly higher in their use of the human resource
frame than did those with "6 to 10 years" of experience.
Those that scored higher may be more likely to utilize
"processes of participation and involvement (task forces,
open meetings, etc.), training, recruiting new staff,
workshops and retreats, empowerment, organization
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development, and quality of work life programs" (Bolman &
Deal, 1991b, p. 515).

This may show that those who fall

within the "6 to 10 years" of experience category may be at
a midpoint, or crossroads, in their current position and
feel that they do not require the same extent of
empowerment, facilitative management, and participation in
decision making to lead their organization well.
Campus Safety Directors with "less than 1 year"
experience also scored significantly higher than did their
counterparts with "more than 20 years" of experience.

This

may indicate that new campus safety directors feel more
comfortable emphasizing the importance of "coaching,
participation, motivation, teamwork, and good interpersonal
relations"

(Bolman

&

Deal, 1988, p.2) than do their

counterparts who have been campus safety directors for "more
than 20 years."

Functioning in the human resource frame

requires a lot of energy and coordination.

Those with "more

than 20 years" of experience may feel fatigued from
constantly attempting to develop a good fit between the
organization and the organization's members, and may have
settled in to less energy-consuming methods of management.

Research Question 3
Was leadership effectiveness rated higher than
managerial effectiveness by the directors of campus
safety?
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Section 3 (Overall Rating Section) of the Leadership

Orientations (Self} survey by Bolman and Deal (1991b) asked
respondents to rate their overall effectiveness as a manager
and as a leader.

On a continuum of "l"

(bottom 20%) to "5"

(top 20%), the Campus Safety Directors who responded to this
survey indicated a mean score of 4.44 for their self-rating
of leadership effectiveness and a mean score of 4.40 for
their management effectiveness.

There was very little

difference in the ratings, although leadership effectiveness
was rated slightly higher than managerial effectiveness.
The campus safety directors who responded to this survey
indicated that they are near the top 20% in both
effectiveness as a leader and effectiveness as a manager.
None of the respondents rated themselves in the bottom 20%
or bottom 40% either as a leader or as a manager.
Bolman and Deal (1991b) reported that most programs for
managers focused on management rather than on leadership.
In their research, Bolman and Deal (1991b) stated that the
data collected suggested that "managerial effectiveness is
associated primarily with an orientation toward structure
and rationality, where leader effectiveness is primarily
associated with orientations toward symbols and politics"
(p. 529).

The results of the present study were consistent

to results of the Bolman and Deal (1991b) research in that
leadership and managerial effectiveness were rated very
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similarly by respondents.

This study differs, however, from

previous research (Bolman

&

Deal, 1991b; and Miro, 1993)

which showed effectiveness as a manager rated higher than
effectiveness as a leader.

Conclusions
This study sought to develop a profile of the 343
campus safety directors who responded to the survey,
determine leadership orientations of the identified
population, and determine to what extent the directors'
leadership orientations differed based on selected
demographic variables.

Based on a review of literature and

the research findings, the following conclusions have been
determined:
1.

It was concluded that approximately two-thirds

(122, 67.4%) of the directors of campus safety who responded
to this study utilized multiple frames.

This is not

consistent with research by Bolman and Deal (1991b) but
consistent with other populations (Durocher, 1995; and
Rivers, 1996).

The multiple frame perspective may be

attributed to the quasi-military (structural frame), "in
loco parentis" (human resource frame), bureaucratic
(political frame), guardian (symbolic) roles of the campus
safety department and the Director of Campus Safety.
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2.

It was concluded that the human resource frame was

the principal frame utilized by the campus safety directors;
the structural frame was the second most often used frame.
Their utilization of the human resource frame would appear
to indicate that campus safety directors strive for a
"balance between the goals of the organization and the hopes
and aspirations of its members" (Heimovics, Herman, &
Jurkiewicz Coughlin, 1993, p. 421).

This frame incorporates

open communication, collaboration, team building, and
opportunities for personal growth (Heimovics, Herman, &
Jurkiewicz Coughlin, 1993).

The utilization of the

structural frame by the directors could be attributed to a
concern for policies and procedures, coordination and
control, planning, budgeting, and evaluation.

Use of the

structural frame emphasizes "goals and efficiency" (Bolman &
Deal, 1991b).
This would indicate that Directors of Campus Safety
place emphasis on:

(a) the importance of people to the

organization; and (b) rationality, structure, and systems.
The campus safety director, therefore, acts as a facilitator
and a participative manager who empowers members of the
organization.

The campus safety director also emphasizes

and utilizes a clear structure and a well defined system of
management.
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3.

It was concluded that the political and symbolic

frames were the least utilized frames.

This indicates that

the directors were less likely to "exercise their personal
and organizational power" (Heimovics, Herman, & Jurkiewicz
Coughlin, 1993, p. 421) or to "instill a sense of enthusiasm
and commitment through charisma and drama" (Bolman & Deal,
1991b, p. 512).

Campus safety directors who do not function

in the political and symbolic frames would likely place less
emphasis on:

(a) the importance of allies, coalitions, and

negotiations; and (b) providing a vision and inspiration for
the organization.
4.

In regard to the relationship of selected

demographic variables with frame usage, it was concluded
that two professional characteristics influenced the
utilization of frames.

The length of time that the campus

safety directors held their current position affected their
use of the political frame.

Experience as a campus safety

director at any institution affected their use of the human
resource frame.
In regard to the political frame, campus safety
directors with "less than 1 year" of experience in their
current position may not yet have obtained the resources,
allies, and political clout to feel they can effectively
utilize this frame as well as their counterparts with "11 to
15 years" of experience.

In regard to the human resource
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frame, those with "6 to 10 years" and those with "more than
20 years" of experience as a campus safety director at any
institution may rely on less energy-consuming methods of
leadership than participative management, empowerment
programs, employee workshops and retreats, and quality of
work life programs.
5.

It was concluded that student population,

department size, classification of campus, total years in
law enforcement or campus security, and highest level of
education did not influence the directors' utilization of
the four frames.
6.

Though campus safety directors rated themselves

only slightly higher in leadership effectiveness than
managerial effectiveness, it was concluded that they
perceived themselves as very effective leaders and managers.
Compared to other individuals with comparable levels of
experience and responsibility, respondents rated themselves
near the top 20% in both effectiveness as a leader and
effectiveness as a manager.

ImpJications for Practice
The campus safety directors studied in the present
research tended to utilize multiple frames more often than
did other populations in previous research.

However, campus

safety directors utilized the political and symbolic frames
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less than they utilized the human resource and structural
frames.

Additionally, it was concluded that two

professional characteristics, length of time in current
position and length of time as campus safety director at any
institution, influenced the utilization of frames.
The literature reviewed for this study was abundant on
the topics of leadership, management, police management, and
campus police.

It failed, however, to delve into the topic

of leadership and management for campus safety directors.
It is recommended that current campus safety directors
be encouraged to learn about and utilize theories of
leadership.

The Bolman and Deal leadership frames are

examples of leadership theory that can encourage leaders to
expand and enhance their ability to view and adapt to
multiple perspectives.

Researchers have indicated that

"those who use situationally appropriate or multiple frames
will be more successful than others who address
organizational problems from an inappropriate or single
perspective" (Heimovics, Herman, & Jurkiewicz Coughlin,
1993, p.

421).

It is also recommended that campus safety directors
then promote the development of training programs within
their departments to teach leadership theory and the
benefits of utilizing multiple frames and perspectives to
those in supervisory positions.
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Additionally, it is

recommended that individuals who aspire to become directors
of campus safety receive training on leadership and
management theories to develop their own ability to adapt
situationally through multiple frames to enhance their
effectiveness.
Since this study indicated that campus safety directors
utilized the political and symbolic frames less than the
human resource and structural frames, it is recommended that
leadership and professional development programs for campus
safety directors place emphasis on the lesser utilized
political and symbolic frames.

This could contribute to

improved understanding of interest groups, internal chaos,
coalitions, and the leaders' effect and influence on each.
It could also improve understanding of charismatic
leadership, and encourage managers to develop an
organizational vision to enhance their organization's
identity.

Recommendations for Future Research
As the data from this study were analyzed, future
research needs were identified.
1.

These needs are:

Additional research on frame use by campus safety

directors could be conducted utilizing the Bolman and Deal

Leadership Orientations (Other)

(1990b) survey instrument to

obtain colleague perceptions of respondents.
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2.

This study could be replicated to include a larger

population of campus safety directors, such as all campus
safety directors at American institutions, all campus safety
directors at public institutions, or all members of the
International Association of Campus Law Enforcement
Administrators.
3.

Combine qualitative and quantitative research to

validate the findings of this study and other studies which
utilized the Bolman and Deal (1990a and 1990b) surveys.
4.

Develop a longitudinal study of those who aspire to

become campus safety directors and those who currently hold
positions as directors.

This research might determine if

their frame use shifts when they move on to other positions
or other locations.

This would provide an examination of

the same individual in different environments, and possibly
the same environment on different individuals.
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LEADERSHIP ORIENTATIONS (SELF)
This questionnaire asks you to describe your leadership and management style. In this section. for each
item indicate how often each is true for you by marking an " X"' in the appropriate box.
Rating Scale

I. BEHAVIORS

Never

Occasional I\

Often

Alwavs

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

I.

Think very clearly and logically.

□

□

2.

Show high levels of support and concern for others.

□

3.

Have exceptional ability to mobilize people and resources to get
things done.

Sometimes

4.

Inspire others to do their best.

□

□

□

□

□

5.

Strongly emphasize careful planning and clear time lines.

□

□

□

□

□

6.

Build trust through open and collaborative relationships.

□

□

□

□

□

7.

Am a very skillful and shrewd negotiator.

□

□

□

□

□

8.

Am highly charismatic.

□

□

□

□

□

9.

Approach problems through logical analysis and careful thinking.

□

□

□

□

□

10. Show high sensitivity and concern for others' needs and feelings.

□

□

□

□

□

11. Am unusually persuasive and influential.

□

□

□

□

□

12. Am able to be an inspiration to others.

□

□

□

□

□

13. Develop and implement clear, logical policies and procedures.

□

□

□

□

□

14. Foster high levels of participation and involvement in decisions.

□

□

□

□

□

15 . Anticipate and deal cleverly with organizational conflicts.

□

□

□

□

□

16. Am highly imaginative and creative.

□

□

□

□

□

17. Approach problems with facts and logic.

□

□

□

□

□

18. Am consistently helpful and responsive to others.

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

20. Communicate a strong and challenging sense of vision and
mission .

□

□

□

□

□

21. Set specific, measurable goals and hold people accountable for
results.

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

19. Am very effective in getting support from people with influence
and power.

22. Listen well and am unusually receptive to other people's ideas and
input.

This survey is used and revised with permission, Lee G. Bolman, Ph.D. and Terrence E. Deal, Ph.D.
© I 990, Leadership Frameworks, 440 Boyiston Street, Brookline, MA, 02146. All rights reserved.
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Rating Scale
Never

Occasionall)

Sometimes

Often

Alwavs

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

Strongly believe in clear structure and a chain of command.

□

□

□

□

□

30.

Am a highly participative manager.

□

□

□

□

□

3 I.

Succeed in the face of conflict and opposition.

□

□

□

□

□

32.

Serve as an influential model of organizational aspirations
and values.

□

□

□

□

□

II.

Leadership Style

23 .

Am politically very sensitive and skillful.

24.

See beyond current realities to generate exciting new
opportunities.

25 .

Have extraordinary attention to detail.

26.

Give personal recognition for work well done.

27.

Develop alliances to build a strong base of support.

28.

Generate loyalty and enthusiasm .

29.

This section asks you to describe your leadership style. For each item, write the number four (4) by
the phrase that best describes you, number (3) to the item that is next best, and on down to one (1)
for the item that is least like you. Each question should have responses of" I," "2," "3,'" and "4.""
1.

My strongest skills are:
a.
b.
c.
d.

2.

What people are most likely to notice about me is
my:
a. Attention to detail
b. Concern for people
c. Ability to succeed. in the face of
conflict and opposition
d. Charisma

5.

My most important leadership trait is:

Analytical skills
Interpersonal skills
Political skills
Ability to excite and motivate

The best way to describe me is:
a.
b.
c.
d.

3.

4.

Technical expert
Good listener
Skilled negotiator
Inspirational leader

a.
b.
c.
d.

What has helped me the most to be successful is my
ability to:
a.
b.
c.
d.

6.

Make good decisions
Coach and develop people
Build strong alliances and a power base
Energize and inspire others
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Clear, logical thinking
Caring and support for others
Toughness and aggressiveness
Imagination and creativity

I am best described as:
a.
b.
C.

d.

An analyst
A humanist
A politician
A visionary

III. Overall Rating
Compared to other individuals that you have known with comparable levels of experience and
responsibility, circle the number that best indicates how you would rate yourself on:
I.

Overall effectiveness as a manager.
2
Bottom 20%

2.

3
Middle20%

4

5
Top 20%

Overall effectiveness as a leader.
2
Bottom 20%

3
Middle20%

4

5
Top 20%

IV. Demographics
Please circle the number that best corresponds to your campus(es), to your program, or to your position.
What is the size of your institution? FTE (FullTime Equivalence) student population
a. Less than 5,000
b. 5,000 to 14,999
c. 15,000 to 24.999
d. 25 ,000 to 34,999
e. 35,000 and over

2.

3.

How many officers are employed by your
department?
a. Less than 15
b. 15 to 29
C.
30 to 50
d. Over 50
Which of the following best describes the type of
officers utilized by your department?
a. Sworn
b. Non-sworn

6.

Total number of complete years that you have been
bead of campus security at any institution?
a. Less than I year
b. I to 5 years
c. 6 to 10 years
d. 11 to 15 years
e. 16 to 20 years
f.
More than 20 years

7.

Total number of complete years in law
enforcement and/or campus security?
a. Less than I year
b. I to 5 years
C.
6 to 10 years
d. 11 to 15 years
e. 16 to 20 years
f.
More than 20 years

8.

Highest level of education completed?
a. High School
b. Associate' s Degree
Bachelor' s Degree
C.
d. Master' s Degree
e. Doctorate Degree

4.

Which of the following best labels your institution?
a. Urban
b. Rural
C.
Suburban or Metropolitan

5.

Total number of complete years that you have been 9.
in this position?
a. Less than I year
b. I to 5 years
C.
6 to 10 years
10.
d. 11 to 15 years
e. 16 to 20 years
f.
More than 20 years

What is your gender?
a. Female
b. Male
What is your age?
a. Under 25
b. 25 to 39
c. 40 to 64
d. 65 and over

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO RESPOND TO THIS SURVEY!
Please mai I your completed questionnaire in the enclosed envelope by July 30, 1998, to:
Ross Wolf
8026 Waterglow Court
Orlando, FL 32817
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ROSSA.WOLF
8026 WATERGLOW COURT, ORLANDO FL 32817

June 30, 1998

Dear Director of Campus Safety;

As a detective for a large police agency and a former university administrator, I understand the
changing roles of campus security and law enforcement personnel. There are new technologies,
population growth and demographic shifts, and changes in the character of institutions. The role
of the Director of Campus Safety has, therefore, been required to adjust accordingly.
The attached survey was developed through the research ofDrs. Lee Bohnan and Terrence Deal
and focuses on the leadership and management styles of organizational leaders. In order to
acquire an understanding of the leadership and management styles of campus safety directors, I
respectfully request that you complete the enclosed Leadership Orientations (Sell) survey. As a
professional mentor and sponsor in this endeavor, Chief Ron Seacrist has joined with me to ask
for your assistance in completing this survey.
No reference to any institution or individual will be made in the analysis and reporting of the data
from this survey. Please return the completed survey in the envelope provided (which is
numbered only so that I can keep track of who has responded, and will be kept separate from
your completed survey) to the above address by July 15, 1998. I realiz.e how important your time
is, and your help with this study is greatly appreciated. If you would like infonnation on the
resuhs of this research, please include a business card or your mailing infonnation on a separate
piece of paper, and I will be glad to share this data with you.
Again, thank you very much for your cooperation and time.
Sincerely,

~~ ·
University of Central Florida

on Seacrist
Chief of Police
University of Texas, San Antonio
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Ross A. WOLF
8026 WATERGLOW COURT, ORLANDO FL 32817

July 20, 1998

Dear Director of Campus Safety;
At the beginning of this month you should have received a survey researching leadership styles of
campus safety directors. If you have already returned the survey, please disregard this request.
We understand that your time is valuable, however, this study would be greatly indebted for your
input and responses to the Leadership Orientations (Sel{) survey. A second copy of the survey is
enclosed. Please help by taking ten minutes to complete the survey and return it to the above
address no later than July 30, 1998.
Again, thank you very much for your cooperation and time.

~
te
E .
University o Central Florida

Ron Seacrist
Chief of Police
University of Texas, San Antonio
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Homa Aminmadani
Executive Associate
Professors Te"ence E. Deal & Lee G. Bolman
6105 Bryan Place
Brentwood, TN 37027
U.S.A.

Tel. (H) 615-373-2996
(W)
322-8014
(M)
347-6257

Fax (H) 615-661-4927
(W)
343-7094
E Mail: Homa@uansv5.Vanderbilt.Edu

September 11, 1998

Mr. Ross Alan Wolf
8026 W aterglow Court
Orlando, FL 32817
Dear Mr. Wolf:
We hereby grant you permission to use and revise our Leadership Orientations Instrument
(self and/or other or both) for your studies. We request that you share your findings with us. We
may ask for the raw material also.
We understand that University Microfilms, Inc. May supply single copies of the
dissertation.

Terrence E. Deal, Ph.D.
Professor of Educational Leadership &
Human and Organizationsal Development
Peabody College of
Vanderbilt University

Lee G. Bolman, Ph.D.
Chair Block School of Business &
Public Administration
University of Missouri at
Kansas City
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APPENDIX E
PERMISSION TO USE MAILING LIST

1 31

153G PToapect Avenue, Hartford, CT 08105-4298

Phone: (860) 5116-7517 Fax: (860) 586-7SSO
Web Sire: www.laclea.org

DATE:

May 28, 1998

10:

Ross Wolf

FROM:

Tessa Wilusz O'Sullivan, Membership M a n a g ~

RE:

1997-1998 IACLEA Membership Directory

This memo is to provide you with written authorization to allow you to use section~ of the 19971998 IA.CLEA Membership Directory as a basis for any surveying you need to perform for your
doctoral dissertation research project
We wish you luck on your project and hope you will consider submitting the results of your
research to our bimonthly publication, The Campus Law E~forcement Journal.

40th Annual Conference • Toronto, Ontario • June 27 - 30, 1998
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Table 27
Bonferroni Post-Hoc Comparison: Number of Years in Current
Campus Safety Director Position with the Political Frame
Years

Standard
Error

Significance

-.3589
-.4345
-.5361
-. 3384
-.2846

. 150
.157
. 169
. 189
. 168

0 . 2 67
0 . 094
0 . 027*
1.000
1 . 000

6 to 10
11 to 15
16 to 20
>20

. 0756
-.1 772
. 0205
.0743

.088
. 108
. 137
.106

1 . 000
1 . 000
1 . 000
1.000

6 to 10

11 to 15
16 to 20
>20

-.1016
. 0961
. 1499

. 117
. 145
. 116

1.000
1 . 000
1 . 000

11 to 15

16 to 20
>20

. 1977
. 2515

. 158
. 132

1 . 000
0 . 865

16 to 20

>20

. 0538

.1 57

1.000

(I)

( J)

<1 year

1 to 5
6 to 10
11 to 15
16 to 20
>20

1 to 5

Mean
Difference

Note. ANOVA comparison resulted in a significance of .04 at
the p<.05 level.
* indicates significance at the .05 level.
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Table 28
LSD Post - Hoc Comparison : Experience as Campus Safety
Director at any Institution with the Human Resource Frame
Years

Mean
Difference

Standard
Error

Si g nificance

. 1907
. 3306
.0561
. 0775
. 2851

. 177
. 122
. 129
. 145
. 141

. 106
. 007*
. 665
. 593
. 045*

6 to 10
11 to 15
16 to 20
>20

. 1398
-. 1346
- . 1132
. 0944

. 083
. 094
. 114
. 109

. 095
. 153
. 624
. 388

6 to 10

11 to 15
16 to 20
>20

-. 2744
-. 2530
-. 0454

. 099
. 119
. 114

. 006*
.035*
. 690

11 to 15

16 to 20
>20

. 0214
. 2290

. 126
. 122

. 866
. 062

16 to 20

>20

. 2076

.138

. 135

(I)

(J)

<1 year

1 to 5
6 to 10
11 to 15
16 to 20
>20

1 to 5

f:::IQte . ANOVA comparison resulted in a significance of . 022 at

the p< . 05 level .
* indicates significance at the . 05 level .
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